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HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES-Friday, July 24, 1992 
The House met at 10 a.m. and was The point of no quorum is considered 

called to order by the Speaker pro tern- as withdrawn. 
pore (Mr. HOYER). 

PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE 
DESIGNATION OF SPEAKER PRO 

TEMPO RE The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
Chair recognizes the gentleman from 

The SPEAKER pro tempore laid be- Ohio [Mr. APPLEGATE] for the purpose 
fore the House the following commu- of leading us in the Pledge of Alle
nication from the Speaker: 

WASHINGTON, DC, 
July 23, 1992. 

I hereby designate the Honorable STENY H. 
HOYER to act as Speaker pro tempore on Fri
day, July 24, 1992. 

THOMAS S. FOLEY, 
Speaker of the House of Representatives. 

PRAYER 
Rev. George A. Pera, D.D., L.H.D., 

pastor, Westminster Presbyterian 
Church, Alexandria, VA, offered the 
following prayer: 

Almighty God, in whom is found all 
goodness and righteousness, we ask 
Thy blessing upon this assembly. We 
give Thee thanks for all those past and 
present who, by their leadership, have 
inspired in us a passion for excellence. 

Whatever our tasks, may we do them 
honestly and well, knowing that the 
longings and aspirations of the people 
of this Earth rest on our deliberations. 
Make our hands eager to work effec
tively, our feet swift to walk in Thy 
ways, our ears, eyes, tongues, hearts, 
and minds dedicated to noble living 
and effective service. Amen. 

THE JOURNAL 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 

Chair has examined the Journal of the 
last day's proceedings and announces 
to the House his approval thereof. 

Pursuant to clause l, rule I, the Jour
nal stands approved. 

Mr. MILLER of Washington. Mr. 
Speaker, pursuant to clause 1, rule I, I 
demand a vote on agreeing to the 
Chair's approval of the Journal. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
question is on the Chair's approval of 
the Journal. 

The question was taken; and the 
Speaker pro tempore announced that 
the ayes appeared to have it. 

Mr. MILLER of Washington. Mr. 
Speaker, I object to the vote on the 
ground that a quorum is not present 
and make the point of order that a 
quorum is not present. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu
ant to clause 5 of rule I, further pro
ceedings on this question will be post
poned until the end of the legislative 
day. 

giance. 
Mr. APPLEGATE led the Pledge of 

Allegiance as follows: 
I pledge allegiance to the Flag of the 

United States of America, and to the Repub
lic for which it stands, one nation under God, 
indivisible, with liberty and justice for all. 

MESSAGE FROM THE SENATE 
A message from the Senate by Mr. 

Hallen, one of its clerks, announced 
that the Senate has passed without 
amendment bills of the House of the 
following titles: 

H.R. 3289. An act for the relief of Carmen 
Victoria Parini, Felix Juan Parini, and Ser
gio Manuel Parini; and 

H.R. 3836. An act to provide for the man
agement of Federal lands containing the Pa
cific yew to ensure a sufficient supply of 
taxol, a cancer-treating drug made from the 
Pacific yew. 

The message also announced that the 
Senate had passed a bill of the follow
ing title, in which the concurrence of 
the House is requested: 

S. 2877. An act entitled the "Interstate 
Transportation of Municipal Waste Act of 
1992.'' 

The message also announced that the 
Senate agrees to the amendment of the 
House to the bill (S. 295) "An Act for 
the relief of Mary P. Carlton and Lee 
Alan Tan.'' 

The message also announced that, 
pursuant to Public Law 101-549, the 
Chair, on behalf of the Republican 
leader, appoints Mr. John Doull of Kan
sas, to the Risk Assessment and Man
agement Commission. 

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER 
PRO TEMPORE 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
Chair will take no 1-minute speeches. 

VOTING RIGHTS LANGUAGE 
ASSISTANCE ACT OF 1992 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu
ant to House Resolution 522 and rule 
XXIII, the Chair declares the House in 
the Committee of the Whole House on 
the State of the Union for the further 
consideration of the bill, H.R. 4312. 
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IN THE COMMITI'EE OF THE WHOLE 

Accordingly the House resolved itself 
in to the Committee of the Whole House 
on the State of the Union for the fur
ther consideration of the bill (H.R. 
4312), to amend the Voting Rights Act 
of 1965 with respect to bilingual elec
tion requirements, with Mrs. UNSOELD 
in the Chair. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 
The CHAIRMAN. When the Commit

tee of the Whole rose on Thursday, 
July 23, 1992, 39 minutes remained in 
general debate. 

The gentleman from Texas [Mr. 
BROOKS] has 29 minutes remaining and 
the gentleman from Florida [Mr. 
MCCOLLUM] has 10 minutes remaining. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Texas [Mr. BROOKS]. 

Mr. BROOKS. Madam Chairman, I 
yield myself such time as I may re
quire. 

Madam Chairman, in 1965, with Presi
dent Johnson's signature of the Voting 
Rights Act, this Nation began to ad
dress the compelling need to protect 
one of the most fundamental at
tributes-and obligations-of citizen
ship: the right to vote. Similarly, the 
enactment 10 years later of section 203 
of the act, the language assistance sec
tion, marked the beginning of the end 
of practices and procedures which, in a 
more subtle fashion, effectively ex
cluded citizens of language minorities 
from participation in the electoral 
process. Just as the Voting Rights Act 
represents a fundamental commitment 
to preserve a fundamental right for all 
our citizens, section 203 constituted an 
equal commitment to affirmatively 
promote the exercise of that right-to 
ensure that all voices may be heard in 
the electoral process. 

Section 203 has worked well for 17 
years. The legislation before us today 
simply extends that section so that it 
will expire at the same time as the 
other provisions of the act and ensures 
that its targeted assistance is provided 
to communities where language bar
riers remain as an obstacle to partici
pation in our democracy. The bill con
tinues the practice of current law 
which provides local jurisdictions with 
maximum flexibility to balance the 
needs of minority language voters with 
those of efficient administration of the 
electoral system. 

Because this important section will 
expire on August 6, the Judiciary Com
mittee has moved the legislation swift
ly to ensure that there is no gap in cov
erage-particularly during this crucial 

DThis symbol represents the time of day during the House proceedings, e.g., D 1407 is 2:07 p.m. 

Matter set in this typeface indicates words inserted or appended, rather than spoken, by a Member of the House on the floor. 
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election year. I want to salute sub
committee Chairman DON EDWARDS for 
his strong and abiding leadership in 
this effort and in his constant vigilance 
in protecting the civil rights of all 
Americans. 

There is no more important step we 
can take to preserve the American peo
ple 's confidence in our Government 
than to support legislation which pro
tects the right of all citizens to partici
pate in our Nation's democratic system 
through exercise of the right to vote. 
Because this legislation furthers that 
goal, I strongly support it and ask all 
my colleagues for their support in this 
important effort. 

Madam Chairman, I yield 3 minutes 
to the distinguished gentleman from 
California [Mr. EDWARDS], chairman of 
the subcommittee. 

Mr. EDWARDS of California. Madam 
Chairman, I thank my chairman for 
yielding me this time. 

Madam Chairman, I must admit that 
I participate in this debate today with 
feelings of reverence. The Voting 
Rights Act of 1965, together with the 
sister bill, the omnibus civil rights bill 
of· 1964, are the brightest starts in 
America's constellation of achieve
ments in human rights. 

Many of my colleagues now Members 
of this House were too young to re
member how life was in the early 1960's 
before the Voting Rights Act was 
passed. In many places in America Af
rican-Americans were not allowed to 
vote, and if they tried, or if they tried 
to register, they were assaulted, beat
en, hosed down with fire hoses, bitten 
by police dogs, and some were mur
dered. Young Americans who went to 
these areas in 1963 and 1964 trying to 
help African-Americans to register and 
vote were similarly assaulted, beaten, 
jailed, and yes, Madam Chairman, 
some were murdered. 

The Voting Rights Act of 1965 
changed all of that. It guaranteed the 
right to vote. It provided machinery to 
protect the right to vote. 
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It brought sunshine, sunshine, lib

erty, and fair play to all Americans, 
and today, Madam Chairman, we, in 
this House of Representatives, have the 
honor and the privilege of participating 
in an important extension of this noble 
bill. 

We are grateful to many Members 
who have aided us in this effort, par
ticularly the author of the bill, the 
gentleman from New York [Mr. 
SERRANO], also the distinguished chair
man of the Hispanic Caucus, the gen
tleman from Texas [Mr. ORTIZ], the 
Black Caucus, led by the able chair
man, the gentleman from New York 
[Mr. TOWNS] gave us great help, mem
bers of my subcommittee, the gen
tleman from Michigan [Mr. CONYERS] , 
the gentlewoman from Colorado [Mrs. 
SCHROEDER] , the gentleman from Texas 

[Mr. WASHINGTON], the gentleman from 
Oregon [Mr. KOPETSKI] , and my splen
did staff, Catherine LeRoy, Melody 
Barnes, and we were assisted by minor
ity staff member Kathryn Hazeem. 

Madam Chairman and my colleagues, 
several amendments will be offered. 
Each, I regret to say, each, Madam 
Chairman, is designed to cripple the 
bill, to do damage to this great piece of 
legislation. We hope that all of them 
will be defeated. 

We ask our colleagues to stand tall 
with us to defeat all of these amend
ments. 

Mr. BROOKS. Madam Chairman, I 
yield 3 minutes to the distinguished 
gentleman from Kentucky [Mr. MAz
ZOLI], chairman of the Subcommittee 
on International Law, Immigration, 
and Refugees, and a distinguished 
member of the committee. 

Mr. MAZZO LI. Madam Chairman, I 
thank the gentleman for yielding. 

Madam Chairman, I rise in very 
strong support of the bill, which came 
out of our committee, and in opposi
tion to the amendments which will be 
offered today. 

Essentially speaking, the Voting 
Rights Language Assistance Act is part 
of a larger picture. It is important in 
its own right, because there are many 
American citizens who are not English
proficient, do not speak English lan
guage as proficiently as they will later 
on in their lives, and in the meantime, 
we have to give them some opportunity 
to know about elections in order to 
fully participate. 

Madam Chairman, I look at this in 
the context of a larger picture, as a 
part of a larger picture, which would 
include the motor-voter bill. Now, our 
colleagues in the House will recall that 
the House itself passed the motor-voter 
bill. The President vetoed the motor
voter bill, which allows people, citi
zens, whether of Kentucky or else
where, a chance to register to vote 
when they apply for their automobile 
licenses or extend those licenses or at 
public places like libraries. They can 
register to vote and, of course, once 
registered, they are in a position to 
vote. 

The President unfortunately vetoed 
that bill, as he vetoed the campaign fi
nance reform bill, which also invig
orates and changes and updates and 
modernizes the political process and 
does many things including limiting 
campaign spending, reducing the influ
ence of special interests, again, to en
courage people to vote by reviewing 
their faith in the political process. 

So while this bill on its own feet and 
in its own stead is an excellent piece of 
legislation, and I certainly intend to 
vote for it, and I am happy that the 
White House seems disposed to sign 
this bill into law, I am certainly dis
tressed that the President and people 
around him have counseled against 
other actions which this body has 

taken and the other body has taken 
that will and could encourage people to 
vote. 

So I support the voting rights exten
sion. 

Mr. KOSTMA YER. Madam Chairman, 
will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. MAZZOLI. I am happy to yield to 
the gentleman from Pennsylvania. 

Mr. KOSTMAYER. Will this legisla
tion fund the printing of ballots in lan
guages other than English? 

Mr. MAZZOLI. It could. It has that 
possibility. It does not necessarily in
tend that, but it could yield that re
sult. 

Mr. KOSTMAYER. Can the gen
tleman tell me, describe to me, under 
what circumstances the legislation 
would finance the printing of ballots in 
languages other than English? 

Mr. MAZZOLI. Well, I would also en
courage my chairman to engage with 
me in this debate, but the gentleman's 
question has to do with the use of the 
money under the bill for printing of 
ballots in languages other than Eng
lish. It only would occur, I would tell 
my friend, the gentleman from Penn
sylvania, only in certain selected areas 
where either there are 10,000 people, of 
a certain ethnic group, who are not 
English-proficient, or, under the cur
rent Voting Rights Act, 5 percent of 
the voting-age population in a particu
lar ethnic group is not English-pro
ficient. 

Mr. KOSTMAYER. If the gentleman 
will yield further, am I correct in say
ing that one must be in this country 
for 5 years before one can be a citizen 
and vote? 

Mr. MAZZOLI. It could be less time. 
But that is roughly correct. 

Mr. KOSTMAYER. Five years? 
Mr. MAZZOLI. Roughly speaking, 5 

years. 
Mr. KOSTMAYER. So folks are here 

for 5 years and we are still going to 
print ballots in their native language 
because they do not speak English yet? 

Mr. MAZZOLI. It could be done. 
Mr. BROOKS. Madam Chairman, I 

yield 2 minutes to the distinguished 
gentleman from California [Mr. 
TORRES]. 

Mr. TORRES. Madam Chairman, if 
we pass weakening amendments to 
limit the reauthorization of section 203 
of the Voting Rights Act, we will have 
effectively gutted the law. We have not 
put restrictions on other laws meant to 
help people. We did not insert language 
into the Civil Rights Act of 1991 stating 
we are restoring our civil rights laws 
for only 4 years because discrimination 
will be no more by then. 

We have not told disabled people that 
the Americans With Disabilities Act is 
only good for 6 years, because people 
with physical disabilities won' t be dis
criminated against after that or be dis
abled. We are only seeking to reauthor
ize section 203 for 15 years, to 2007, to 
bring it in line and make it uniform 
with the rest of the Voting Rights Act. 
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Studies show that native Americans, 

and many Hispanic and Asian-Amer
ican citizens who speak English poorly 
and are of voting age, who were the 
original intended beneficiaries of sec
tion 203 in 1975, still suffer the effects 
of unequal educational opportunities. 
In fact, evidence shows that 17 years 
later educational disparities in His
panic, native American and Asian
American communities may even be 
worse now than they were in 1975. Obvi
ously, language assistance as required 
by the act will continue to be both 
needed and used by these Americans 
for longer than 5 years and at least 
until 2007. 

I urge all members to oppose all 
weakening amendments, and let us 
pass the Voting Rights Language As
sistance Act of 1992. The right to vote 
is the cornerstone of democracy, we 
should be doing everything in our 
power to protect that right, not to take 
it away. 

Mr. BROOKS. Madam Chairman, I 
yield 2 minutes to the distinguished 
gentleman from Texas [Mr. ORTIZ]. 

Mr. ORTIZ. Madam Chairman, I rise 
today as chairman of the Congressional 
Hispanic Caucus in support of H.R. 
4312, the Voting Rights Language As
sistance Act of 1992. On behalf of the 
Hispanic Caucus, Congressman Jos:E 
SERRANO introduced H.R. 4312, which 
would reauthorize and refine the Fed
eral bilingual voting mandate. 

Bilingual voting and registration as
sistance goes to the heart of American 
democracy. 

It permits Hispanic, Asian-American, 
and native American citizens to par
ticipate in the political process. 

It gives language minority citizens 
the power to have a voice in how our 
Government is run. 

Opponents will argue that bilingual 
voting assistance inhibits the integra
tion of Hispanics and language minori
ties into the mainstream of American 
life. 

That argument is dead wrong. 
Providing bilingual voting assistance 

is a way of encouraging citizens to par
ticipate in the most American of insti
tutions-the political process. 

By giving language minorities area
son to believe in American Government 
and by giving them a way to become 
invested in the decisions our Govern
ment makes, bilingual voting assist
ance can cultivate a sense of patriot
ism and civic duty that is sorely need
ed in today's anti-Government climate. 

Time after time, Hispanics have 
shown that when they are given the 
chance to contribute to their country, 
they deliver. 

Hispanic-Americans have earned 38 
Congressional Medals of Honor in serv
ing their Nation. Hispanic soldiers 
have received more Medals of Honor 
than any other minority group. 

Because they want to believe in all 
the opportunities America has to off er , 

it is not surprising that Hispanics and 
other language minorities widely use 
bilingual voting assistance once it is 
provided. 

Exit polls taken in the Southwest 
show that one in five Hispanic voters 
use bilingual voting assistance. 

Nationwide that suggests that as 
many as 1 million Hispanic voters 
could benefit from bilingual voting as
sistance. Since the introduction of bi
lingual assistance in native American 
reservations, voter participation rates 
have soared by as much as 180 percent. 

National census figures on voter par
ticipation-often cited by opponents
are next to useless in assessing the ef
fectiveness of bilingual voting assist
ance. 

Only 10 percent of the Nation's 3,000 
counties provide bilingual voting as
sistance. The small number of Hispanic 
voters who receive and successfully use 
bilingual voting assistance are lost in 
large, nationwide figures. 

By including a numerical benchmark 
in the formula used to calculate cov
erage, H.R. 4312 would ensure that 
more Hispanics who should be getting 
bilingual voting assistance receive it. 

By giving more citizens greater ac
cess to the ballot box, H.R. 4312 can 
make our Government more responsive 
to the people. 

And that is what America is all 
about-listening to the needs of all 
citizens, regardless of race, color, or 
ethnicity. 

I urge my colleagues to cast a vote 
for democracy and support H.R. 4312, 
the Voting Rights Language Act of 
1992. 

D 1020 
Mr. MCCOLLUM. Madam Chairman, I 

yield 1 minute to the gentlewoman 
from Florida [Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN]. 

Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN. Madam Chair
man, I rise in support of the bill. We 
must do more to open up our demo
cratic process to all who have been 
shut out. Approving the voting exten
sion bill today will do just that. It will 
allow American citizens, most of them 
elderly, the opportunity to read often 
confusing ballot language in their na
tive language. Bilingual ballots allow 
Americans who have limited-English 
proficiency to have full access to our 
democratic process. 

At a time when so many feel shut out 
of our electoral process, let us invite 
all Americans to help our democracy 
grow and prosper. Lo necesitamos. We 
need it. 

Madam Chairman, I urge all Mem
bers to approve the bill and reject all 
amendments which seek to cripple 
complete voter access. 

Mr. BROOKS. Madam Chairman, I 
yield 2 minutes to the distinguished 
gentleman from New York [Mr. 
SERRANO]. 

Mr. SERRANO. Madam Chairman, 
my experience with this section is a 

very personal one and one of reasons 
why I strongly support it. 

In 1985, I ran for a position known as 
Bronx Borough president, an office I 
lost by less than 1 percent, and yet we 
were able to accomplish a few things. 
We found out right before the election 
that the board of elections was doing 
very little to assist language minority 
voters in the city of New York. We 
sued under section 203 asking for sup
port. 

The litigation was settled by stipula
tion and the board of elections was re
quired to conduct an aggressive voter 
education campaign in the Spanish lan
guage media. They were supposed to re
cruit students and other bilingual peo
ple to serve as inspectors. 

This, in my opinion, turned the 
Bronx around to the point where in the 
next 6 years we elected four Hispanic 
council members, a Member of Con
gress, two more assembly members, 
and two more senators. 

There are many people who feel that 
this section of the Voting Rights Act is 
the most important one. 

Now, I know some of the fears that 
are presented here that somehow sup
port of this section is to turn against 
the essence of our country, which is to 
speak English. 

Well, nothing in the studies that we 
have conducted indicates, unfortu
nately, that people hold on to their na
tive tongues. In fact, by the second 
generation and surely by the third, 
none of the children any longer speak 
their native language. 

What this says is that once a person 
is a citizen. you want to give them 
every possible opportunity to partici
pate in the electoral process. 

Others will argue that this costs 
some money, and therefore it should 
not be done unless we supply that 
money. Well, I do not know where in 
the Constitution it says that in order 
to receive civil rights, you should have 
someone pay for it. Civil rights is 
something that is very much a part of 
a person. 

Now, the change in this bill, the 
changes we make is that we include by 
changing from 5 percent to 10,000 dif
ferent counties throughout the Nation. 

I know we are short of time, so I 
yield back the 10 seconds that I have 
left. 

Mr. MCCOLLUM. Madam Chairman, I 
yield 1 minute to the gentleman from 
Florida [Mr. STEARNS]. 

Mr. STEARNS. Madam Chairman, I 
thank my colleague, the gentleman 
from Florida, for yielding me this 
time. 

I just would like to carry on a col
loquy with the gentleman from New 
York [Mr. SERRANO] to allow him some 
more time and just to ask a few ques
tions. 

As I understand it, roughly, a person 
must be here about 5 years before he or 
she becomes a citizen. 
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Mr. SERRANO. Madam Chairman, if 
the gentleman will yield; yes. 

Mr. STEARNS. The argument would 
go then that after that period of time 
of 5 years they should have learned 
English well enough so that they could 
understand the ballot. So why does the 
Federal Government have to pay to 
promulgate another language in the 
United States where English is the offi
cial language? 

Mr. SERRANO. Well, Madam Chair
man, if the gentleman will yield fur
ther, there are two quick arguments I 
can think of on that. 

First of all, the gentleman is discuss
ing whether or not we should allow 
people to be citizens who speak limited 
English, having limited-English pro
ficiency. That is another issue perhaps 
for another day. 

If they need the assistance, they 
should be given the assistance in order 
to allow them to vote. 

But in the case of my community, for 
instance, we are born in Puerto Rico. 
We are born American citizens with all 
rights under the law, yet we are born in 
a Spanish-speaking country. Should we 
then when we arrive within the 50 
States not be allowed to vote because 
we do not fully understand the lan
guage? 

Mr. STEARNS. Let us take Lithua
nians, or let us take folks who speak in 
a variety of languages. I mean, do we 
go to all the languages? 

Mr. SERRANO. If they meet the re
quirements of the law, I would say not 
only should we go through the lan
guage, but we should encourage that 
kind of participation. 

The gentleman mentioned, inciden
tally, a group of people who are look
ing for freedom and liberty throughout 
the world. If they come here and we in
vite them to come here by our way of 
being and our freedom and democracy, 
we should do nothing to impair their 
ability to vote. 

Mr. STEARNS. Well, I would just 
like to conclude then, what the gen
tleman is advocating is that we have 
foreign languages throughout the 
world and the United States should set 
up ballots for these foreign languages 
throughout the election process for ev
erybody who speaks a different lan
guage. 

Mr. SERRANO. If you meet the num
bers, but the law does not provide for 
everybody in the world to have their 
language on the ballot, I assure the 
gentleman of that. 

Mr. STEARNS. Madam Chairman, I 
thank my colleague. 

Mr. BROOKS. Madam Chairman, I 
yield 2 minutes to the distinguished 
gentlewoman from Illinois [Mrs. COL
LINS]. 

Mrs. COLLINS of Illinois. Madam 
Chairman, I thank the gentleman for 
yielding me this time. 

Madam Chairman, I rise as an Afri
can-American whose family was once 

disenfranchised by the mere fact that 
our skin color was black. Therefore, I 
am in full support of H.R. 4312, the Vot
ing Rights Improvement Act of 1992. 
This bill simply reauthorizes section 
203 of the Voting Rights Act of 1965 to 
provide bilingual voting assistance for 
another 15 years and makes adjust
ments so that more language-minority 
Americans can receive this important 
help. 

With fewer and fewer Americans vot
ing these days, and these are our Eng
lish-speaking citizenry, we need to 
take steps to encourage as many Amer
icans as possible to participate in the 
electoral process. If thousands are dis
couraged or prevented from casting 
their ballots simply because they are 
not fully proficient in English, then 
voting is not truly for all Americans. 
There is no real democracy. 

Citizens who want to exercise their 
fundamental right to elect those who 
represent them in Government, but 
have not completely mastered the Eng
lish language, ought certainly be given 
bilingual assistance so that they can 
do so. 

The current formula for providing bi
lingual assistance is almost useless in 
many large urban areas. In my own 
Chicago metropolitan district in Cook 
County, IL, there are 88,000 Hispanic
Americans who need bilingual assist
ance, but they are not eligible under 
section 203 under present law. 

H.R. 4312 would expand coverage so 
that any county, such as Cook County, 
IL, that has more than 10,000 eligible 
voters who are not fully English pro
ficient, would have to provide bilingual 
registration forms and ballots. There is 
nothing wrong with that. 

H.R. 4312 is critical to eliminate dis
enfranchisement by language barriers, 
thereby enabling more Americans to 
exercise their fundamental right to 
fully participate in our democracy and 
to vote for free representation of and 
advocacy for their concerns. 

Mr. MCCOLLUM. Madam Chairman, I 
yield 3 minutes to the gentleman from 
Florida [Mr. JAMES], a member of the 
committee. 

Mr. JAMES. Madam Chairman, un
derstanding of English is a requirement 
of citizenship in the United States. 

It is a practical requirement, because 
English is our language of political dis
course and has been for 300 years. 

And English is a legal requirement. 
Naturalized citizens are required by 

Federal law to demonstrate the ability 
to "read, write and speak the ordinary 
usage of the English language." 

That is as it should be. If there are 
people in America who do not under
stand English-people who do not know 
what it means to say "all men are cre
ated equal"-people who have never 
heard of "due process of law"-people 
to whom "government of the people, by 
the people and for the people" means 
nothing at all-people who cannot read 
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the promise of the Statue of Liberty: 
"I lift my lamp beside the golden 
door," such people should not be vot
ing. 

Listening to the proponents of this 
bill, I wonder if there is wide-spread 
circumvention of our immigration law? 

In fact, I do not believe that is the 
case. I believe our citizens understand 
English. In fact, I suspect our natural
ized citizens have a better understand
ing of English than this Congress, fac
ing a $400 billion deficit, understands 
compound interest. 

And facing that $400 billion deficit, 
there is no need for this Government to 
spend $1 million-nor for the States to 
spend $10 million-to encourage voting 
among people who do not understand 
the word "vote." 

Certainly, large numbers of Ameri
cans came here recently. That has been 
true through most of our history. And 
surely many recent Americans were 
born in lands where English was not 
spoken. That has been true for 200 
years of our history as well. 

These new citizens, like our ances
tors before them, came to America to 
become Americans. 

Most nations on Earth are held to
gether by their past. Most nations are, 
or claim to be, people who are de
scended from common ancestors who 
have shared a common history. 

We are a people held together by 
common goals and values; people who 
share a common future. 

Let us reaffirm that future today. 
Let us reaffirm our confidence that 
these immigrants are as American as 
those who came before. And let us vote 
"no" on this divisive, destructive, ex
pensive piece of legislation. 

D 1030 
Mr. BROOKS. Madam Chairman, I 

yield 2 minutes to a distinguished 
Member, the gentleman from Arizona 
[Mr. PASTOR]. 

Mr. PASTOR. Madam Chairman, 
today, a few minutes ago, we heard 
that if a citizen of this country does 
not know English, that he or she 
should not be able to vote, the basic 
right of any citizen of this country. 

Well, let me talk about the first citi
zens in this country, a people that we 
fought, that we conquered, the first 
citizens who today have to go to BIA 
schools, Government-run schools where 
they do not learn English properly. 

They are on reservations, Madam 
Chairman. Our Government has put 
them there. But yet they are citizens 
of this country. 

They would like to participate in this 
country, to make decisions for their 
people, and yet we deny them partici
pation because this Government does 
not teach them English properly. 

The native Americans of this coun
try, the first citizens of this country, 
need to have a voice in their Govern
ment. If we are going to deny their 
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vote because we do not teach them 
English properly, then shame on this 
country, shame on our society. Why 
should we exclude the native Ameri
cans because we try to treat them as 
second-class citizens? I ask my col
leagues, there are many citizens the 
first citizens, of this country who have 
the right to vote; they only ask the as
sistance to be well inf armed and to par
ticipate in this Government like any 
other citizen should. 

Mr. BROOKS. Madam Chairman, I 
yield 2 minutes to the distinguished 
gentlemen from Illinois [Mr. HAYES]. 

Mr. HA YES of Illinois. Madam Chair
man, I rise before you today to encour
age my colleagues to vote in favor of 
H.R. 4312, the Voting Rights Improve
ment Act. I speak on behalf of the mil
lions of people in this country for 
whom English is a secondary language. 
Although the Voting Rights Act guar
antees Hispanic, Asian, and native 
American citizens bilingual assistance 
at the polls, millions of them are left 
out of the process because the formula 
used to calculate coverage under the 
act is flawed. In large cities like Chi
cago, minority populations, although 
large, do not make up the required per
centage of the total population re
quired to be eligible for language as
sistance. H.R. 4312 would address this 
oversight by changing the guideline for 
assistance to include these large popu
lations. For these individuals, bilingual 
voting assistance means the difference 
between casting a vote and being 
locked out of the electoral process. It 
is of great concern to me that in Amer
ica, a country founded on the prin
ciples of freedom, justice, and equal 
representation under the law that 
there are literally millions of Ameri
cans who have been denied the right to 
vote. These individuals have not been 
refused their constitutional rights be
cause they are not citizens, rather they 
have been denied access to the ballot 
because of a simple language barrier. 

When the motor-voter bill, a bill that 
will make it easier for millions of 
Americans to register to vote was con
sidered on the floor of this great House, 
it met great opposition from my col
leagues on the opposite side of the 
aisle. Why are many Republicans so 
fervently against a measure that would 
make it easier for millions of minori
ties to vote? The answer to that is im
moral, but simple: they know that by 
giving people the right to vote you em
power them. They know that by giving 
people the right to vote, you give them 
a voice in our Nation. Finally, they 
know that by giving these 
disenfranchised people the right to 
vote they would have to answer to 
them, they might even have to address 
their needs to get elected and to stay 
in office. A scary thought for many Re
publicans, a scary thought for a politi
cian who has built his career on cater
ing to the needs of big business and the 
rich. 

It is time, in this great country of 
ours to focus on what really matters. 
Not the needs of big business, not per
petuating our huge military machine, 
but it is time to concentrate on the 
needs of the people of our great coun
try. The greatest legacy this country 
wills its citizens the right to vote. The 
right, by birth, to raise our voices and 
shout, this is how the system ought to 
work. Although it is shameful that 
more Americans do not exercise their 
God given birthright, that is their 
choice. It is inexcusable, however, that 
millions of Americans want to vote but 
cannot because they have been denied 
the tools necessary to help fulfill their 
obligation. It is imperative that we 
pass H.R. 4312, the Voting Rights Im
provement Act of 1992, if only to re
move the gag we have placed on mil
lions of Americans by not allowing 
them to cast their votes. It is time to 
open the doors of opportunity in this 
country and make provisions to allow 
all Americans the right guaranteed 
them in our precious Constitution. The 
right to cast a vote. 

Mr. MCCOLLUM. Madam Chairman, 
may I inquire how much time each side 
has remaining? 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman 
from Florida [Mr. MCCOLLUM] has 4 
minutes remaining, and the gentleman 
from Texas [Mr. BROOKS] has 9 minutes 
remaining. 

Mr. MCCOLLUM. Madam Chairman, I 
yield 2 minutes to the gentleman from 
Missouri [Mr. EMERSON]. 

Mr. EMERSON. Madam Chairman, as 
the principal sponsor of H.R. 123, I be
lieve that English should be the lan
guage of Government and that all citi
zens should be proficient in the tongue 
that in our society is the economic 
door opener. 

We need to be giving incentives to all 
citizens, whatever language they 
speak, to know and to be able to func
tion in English. We do not want to de
generate into a situation such as that 
which exists in our neighbor to the 
north, Canada, where secession on the 
part of Quebec is a very real possibil
ity, occasioned by language divisions. 

Now, that is not to say that we 
should not have transition provisions 
or that we should not know other lan
guages or cultures; indeed we should. 

However, there should be one lan
guage of Government and the incentive 
factor should be geared to encourage 
everyone to know English sooner rath
er than later. 

Our efforts vis a vis voting should be 
to move the English-learning factor 
forward faster rather than to make it 
easier to delay and put off learning 
English. 

Madam Chairman, I am puzzled as to 
why the proponents of official other 
lingualism do not want people of those 
other tongues to have the necessary in
centives to know English. English is 
the economic door opener in the United 

States of America, and we should con
centrate our efforts on ensuring that 
all citizens know the tongue of this 
country very well. It will make a great 
difference in their economic livelihood 
as they progress throughout their 
lives. 

Mr. BROOKS. Madam Chairman, I 
yield 2 minutes to the distinguished 
gentlewoman from Hawaii [Mrs. MINK]. 

Mrs. MINK. I thank the chairman of 
the distinguished Committee on the 
Judiciary for allowing me time to 
speak during general debate. 

Madam Chairman, this country is 
great because of its diversity, and we 
often say those words without under
standing the deep significance, the 
meaning that this implies as an obliga
tion to this Government to do what
ever we can, especially in the Congress 
of the United States, to open up the 
possibilities of participation. 

All this bill does is to enlarge that 
scope of responsibility by saying to 
each of our counties that if there are 
10,000 individuals eligible to vote of a 
particular limited-English-speaking 
minority, that those individuals should 
be given special assistance. This Con
gress has provided special assistance in 
numerous other kinds of incidences. 
What is more fundamental to the right 
of citizenship than the right to vote? 

D 1040 

And, Madam Chairman, if that right 
to vote is impaired because of barriers 
that are structured because of possible 
intimidating factors surrounding the 
electoral process, because of its impli
cations that the Government does not 
take time to explain, that liberty, my 
colleagues, is not a real liberty, and for 
thousands of people all over the coun
try of Asian extraction it is an intimi
dating process to begin with. They 
need the assistance. 

I do not have to remind this Congress 
how difficult it was for Asians in the 
first place coming to this country. In 
the beginning, we passed an exclusion
ary act and did not give them the op
portunities of citizenship until 1952. 
And since 1965, with the enlargement of 
the Civil Rights Act, and the Immigra
tion Act and all of those wonderful 
laws, Asian-Americans have been com
ing, for the first time, to this country. 
They need the assistance to be brought 
into this society, to be given the feel
ing that they belong, that they are en
titled to elect their officials in a proc
ess that they understand. 

Mr. MCCOLLUM. Madam Chairman, I 
yield 1 minute to the gentleman from 
Wisconsin [Mr. ROTH]. 

Mr. ROTH. Madam Chairman, the bi
lingual portion of this bill is not in the 
best interest of our country. We, Amer
icans, are people from all over the 
world. We are one people but from di
verse cultures and from every country 
in the world. We have not had the prob
lems they have experienced in Yugo-
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slavia or the problems they have in 
Quebec. Why? Because we have this 
wonderful bond called the English lan
guage. 

When my grandfather came from 
Odessa, he did not say, "I want to vote 
in Russian," or others did not say, "I 
want to vote in Hebrew," and others 
did not say they wanted to vote in Ger
man, Italian, or French. No, we wished 
to be Americans, and so we adopted the 
English language. That is the bond, the 
glue, that has kept our Nation to
gether. 

Madam Chairman, our motto is E 
Pluribus Unum, out of many, one; out 
of many people, one Nation; out of 
many countries, one Nation. That is 
our heritage. We are one people and 
one Nation, and let us keep it that 
way. 

Mr. MCCOLLUM. Madam Chairman, I 
yield myself the balance of my time. 

Madam Chairman, we have in this de
bate today a question of whether or not 
we are going to extend the Voting 
Rights Act for another 15 years as it 
applies to section 203, which is the sec
tion dealing with bilingual ballots. As I 
discussed at length last night, there is 
no record that demonstrates that we 
really need this kind of ballot. There 
are a lot of presumptions going on in 
certain areas that we do. 

Madam Chairman, the balloting proc
ess only applies to a limited number of 
minority language peoples. It only ap
plies to Hispanic-Americans, Asian
Americans and some native Americans 
and Alaskans. It does not apply to 
Poles, many of the African nations; it 
does not apply to most of the countries 
around the world or the people from 
those countries who are here. It is a 
very narrow application, and yet it is a 
very onerous burden, or could be, on 
many of the municipalities and coun
ties around this country if we make 
the changes that are proposed in this 
bill to require even greater numbers of 
ballots to be printed without any proof. 

Madam Chairman, what we really 
need is a study to do that, and I am 
going to offer an amendment in a few 
minutes in regard to that, and it seems 
that would be a much better way to do 
this, and not extend this 15 years 
longer, and require all of the States 
and the local governments to come up, 
as they are right now going to have to 
under this bill, with all kinds of dif
ferent ballots in a language other than 
English. 

Many of my colleagues made the 
point, and it is quite true, that anyone 
who becomes a citizen, with the excep
tion of one jurisdiction, I think, every
one has to be a citizen to vote in the 
Untied States. They do have to be pro
ficient in English. That is a require
ment to become a citizen. So, there is 
no real need that I can see for the bi
lingual ballots in most instances, and 
it does not seem to me that it is nec
essary, particularly, for us to rush into 

this and extend it for another long pe
riod of time when we do not have any 
study at all to justify what we have 
done already for the past 17 years. 

Mr. BROOKS. Madam Chairman, I 
yield such time as he may consume to 
the distinguished gentleman from El 
Paso, TX, Mr. COLEMAN, long a fighter 
and believer in this effort to extend the 
voting rights for all the people of this 
great country. 

Mr. COLEMAN of Texas. Madam 
Chairman, I want to thank the chair
man of the Committee on the Judiciary 
for yielding this time to me. As chair
man of the Committee on the Judici
ary, he has been at the forefront of at
tempting to address this issue in a way 
that probably, at least in terms of the 
Hispanic population of America, is not 
as significant as it is in California, or 
in my part of the State of Texas, or 
south Texas, or New Mexico, or Ari
zona perhaps. But let me say to him 
that I appreciate very much his leader
ship in bringing this legislation to the 
floor. 

As my colleagues know, the issue at 
hand really goes beyond helping any 
specific group. Yet I submit to my col
leagues that the people that will be as
sisted by this legislation are impor
tant. Why are they important? Because 
they are us. They are a part of the fab
ric and fiber of this Nation. 

People suggested during the time we 
debated the Immigration Act that we 
had these great problems with immi
grants. The truth of the matter is im
migrants, whether they were here 
under documentation or without it, 
have played a very significant role in 
the future of this Nation. They work 
here. They live here. They are us. 

I think it is only right and proper 
that this Congress at this point in time 
provide the necessary bilingual voting 
assistance that we should to all of our 
citizens, to all of the people in this 
country, and, after all, we are here 
talking about not those persons who 
are here in an undocumented fashion at 
all, but rather only citizens of these 
United States. 

America, as we know, needs more, 
not less, bilingual educators. America 
needs more, not less, ability in terms 
of our foreign language proficiency. 
What in the world is wrong with an 
America that stands up and says, "Of 
course English is important; of course, 
to succeed, you're going to need to be
come proficient in English"? We know 
that. Does it mean that it is exclusive? 
That we cannot reach out a hand in a 
bilingual fashion, whatever that lan
guage may be, and tell them we will 
provide them the assistance to become 
proficient? We will provide them with 
the information necessary to act as a 
good citizen? To vote? To participate 
in elections? To pay taxes? To obtain a 
drivers license? To do all of those 
things that many of us who are fortu
nate enough to be born in this country 

take for granted? I would only say 
that, quite honestly, the failure to pass 
this legislation would further erode our 
political process. 

I know many of us will recall re
cently that, when this Congress passed 
what became known as the motor-voter 
bill, the bill that permits quick reg
istration and quick voting, we saw that 
legislation vetoed, and I have to say to 
my colleagues that I do consider that a 
very partisan act, one that was, quite 
honestly, not called for. I would only 
hope that on the other side of the aisle 
and this President would seriously con
sider the issues at hand here with this 
legislation. We should not act in a par
tisan, political way on legislation that 
helps our fellow citizens. I hope the ad
ministration will not seek to deny any 
citizen of the United States the oppor
tunity to vote. 

Madam Chairman, if we do not open 
the political process to all citizens, we 
know who the loser will be. It is us. It 
is America. Let us not further encour
age cynicism or disillusionment. 

As an original cosponsor of this bill, 
I feel very strongly about the rights of 
all the citizens of the United States to 
be full participants in what we call the 
American dream. Do we honestly be
lieve it is in our best interest to deny 
that to anyone? Let us provide them 
the assistance and the ability to be
come proficient in English. Let us pro
vide them the assistance and the abil
ity to fully participate in these United 
States. 

Mr. SERRANO. Madam Chairman, 
will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. COLEMAN of Texas. I yield to 
the gentleman from New York. 

Mr. SERRANO. Madam Chairman, 
one of the things the gentleman, I am 
sure, is aware of is the fact that none 
of us here, as the gentleman well 
knows, is interested in having our peo
ple not learn to speak the language. 
But one of the things that the people 
speaking against this bill continue not 
to realize is that we have a unique situ
ation with the Commonwealth of Puer
to Rico. 

0 1050 
I was born an American citizen on 

the island. I was born on an island that 
speaks Spanish for the most part. Yet 
during the Persian Gulf war, no one 
said we will not take 16,000 troops out 
of Puerto Rico only because they do 
not speak English proficiently. 

Some, unfortunately, did not return, 
who never spoke a word of English on 
the battlefield because they only spoke 
Spanish. 

I really think the gentleman has in 
his words tried to put forth the fact 
that this is something we want to ac
complish and something some of the 
people do not understand. 

Mr. COLEMAN of Texas. Madam 
Chairman, reclaiming my time, if I 
might comment on the statement of 
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the gentleman, without any question 
there has never been a requirement for 
a citizen of the United States, to de
fend this country, to act on behalf of 
this country, and I can honestly say to 
you that in my own congressional dis
trict there has never been a require
ment. Men went out and fought and 
died for this country who never spoke a 
word of English. It has happened be
fore, it will happen again. 

There is nothing wrong with us aid
ing and assisting those of us who want 
to become proficient and become true 
participants in this American dream. 

Madam Chairman, I thank the gen
tleman for his comments. 

Mr. BROOKS. Madam Chairman, I 
yield my remaining time to the gen
tleman from Texas [Mr. WASHINGTON]. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman 
from Washington is recognized for 1 
minute. 

Mr. WASHINGTON. Madam Chair
man, I thank the gentleman from 
Texas [Mr. BROOKS], the chairman of 
my committee, for yielding me the last 
minute that he has. 

Madam Chairman, I had not planned 
on speaking during this portion, but I 
heard the gentleman from Pennsylva
nia [Mr. KOSTMAYER] speak. I respect 
the gentleman a great deal, and I want 
to respond to some of the things that 
he said. 

Certainly it is true that as a nation 
we need to do everything we can to 
bring all of our people together. But it 
cannot be gainsaid that if people have 
limited proficiency in English, for 
whatever reason, and they are citizens, 
that we should be denying them the 
right to vote. Because if we do not pass 
this voting rights extension, what we 
are saying to our people is unless you 
speak English, then you will not be al
lowed to vote. 

If we are going to do that, then we 
ought to carry it to its logical conclu
sion and say those who speak correct 
English would be the only people who 
would be allowed to vote. 

Now, I know a lot of people down in 
my part of Texas that speak broken 
English, but they vote every day. They 
say "ya'll" and other things like that, 
which is not correct English. But they 
are allowed to vote. 

There are a lot of thoughtful people 
on both sides of this issue. Let us pass 
this extension, and then let us work be
tween now and then. The gentleman 
from California [Mr. ROHRABACHER] and 
I are friends. The gentleman is a great 

. intellect. Let us work to make sure 
that when it comes up again, every one 
of our citizens does speak English, and 
we will not have . to worry about an
other extension. 

Mr. SERRANO. Madam Chairman, I rise 
today in support of H.R. 4312, the Voting 
Rights Language Assistance Act of 1992, leg
islation I am proud to sponsor on behalf of the 
Congressional Hispanic Caucus. 

The Voting Rights Act, and section 203 in 
particular, are largely responsible for the op-

portunity I have been given to serve in the 
Congress of this, the greatest, the most free 
and democratic nation in the world. I am proud 
of my accomplishments and those of the com
munity of which I am a product. With pride in 
my community comes a debt, to ensure that 
those who follow me are offered genuine op
portunities to themselves achieve. It is service 
to this debt which guides my work in Con
gress, and which has led me to sponsor this 
legislation. 

I have a very personal appreciation of the 
need for and the value of the language assist
ance provisions of the Voting Rights Act. In 
1985, I ran for the office of president of the 
borough of the Bronx. 

I ran as a long-shot. I nearly won; after im
pounding the voting machines and conducting 
several court-ordered re-counts, officially I lost 
by less than 1 percent of the vote. 

Several weeks in advance of the election, it 
came to my attention that the board of elec
tions of the city of New York had few plans to 
assist language-minority voters, in spite of the 
fact that language-minority voters clearly ex
ceeded 5 percent of the voting population. Not 
only was the board of elections hostile to the 
provision of bilingual services, some of its 
practices actually discouraged limited english 
speaking voters from exercising their fran
chise. 

I turned to section 203 of the Voting Rights 
Act, to enforce the rights of Puerto Rican vot
ers to participate effectively in the election, 
and to elect the candidate of their choice. I, 
and the Puerto Rican voters who joined my 
suit, alleged that the acute shortage of trained 
Spanish-speaking election inspectors and in
terpreters, coupled with the dearth of bilingual 
voter information conspired to disenfranchise 
thousands of New York City voters. 

The litigation was settled by stipulation, pur
suant to which the board of elections was re
quired to conduct an aggressive voter edu
cation campaign in the Spanish language writ
ten press, radio and television. In addition, the 
board of elections was required to recruit stu
dents and other bilingual people to serve as 
inspectors and interpreters throughout the bor
ough. 

As I stated, I did not win that election, but 
thousands of Latino voters were enfranchised, 
for the first time. This, indeed, was a victory. 

Section 203 is not a luxury. It is the essence 
of the franchise for a large and growing num
ber of voting, American citizens. 

Voting is the primary means by which citi
zens participate in the governance of their 
towns, counties, cities, States and Nation. It is 
a fundamental right protected by the U.S. 
Constitution, a right which goes to the es
sence of our democracy. It is the voice 
through which citizens are heard on those 
concerns and interests relevant to their lives 
and the tool with which they ensure that peo
ple sensitive to their needs are elected to gov
ern. It is a right guaranteed to all Americans, 
no matter their heritage, educational or eco
nomic background and regardless of the lan
guage which they speak. 

The Voting Rights Act was adopted to rid 
this country of discrimination in voting and to 
safeguard for minorities an equal opportunity 
to participate in the political process and to 
elect representatives. Section 203 of the Act is 

that tool by which the rights of limited English 
proficient voters are preserved and the bar
riers to their equal, effective participation are 
removed. 

Citizens who are unable to effectively par
ticipate in an election because of the difficulty 
of language are denied this franchise, just as 
surely as they would be if literacy tests were 
administered or poll taxes levied. 

The effectiveness of the assistance provided 
pursuant to section 203 has been proven in 
the Hispanic, Asian American, Native Amer
ican and Alaskan native communities, and the 
continuing need for language assistance in 
voting remains significant. 

Though successes achieved under section 
203 are real and measurable, the communities 
served by the provisions still face real obsta
cles to empowerment and full and equal politi
cal participation in our society. Language mi
nority communities, the intended beneficiaries 
of section 203, have grown dramatically during 
the past decade. However, while these com
munities continue to enjoy significant growth, 
formidable barriers to full and equitable partici
pation in the political/electoral process remain. 
Latinos continue to suffer stark educational, 
economic, and health care disparities as com
pared with the general population. 

Experience over these last 1 O years with 
section 203 provisions confirms its effective
ness, but also reveals some inadequacies in 
the method by which jurisdictions are identified 
for coverage. Relying exclusively on the 5 per
cent trigger deprives large limited English pro
ficient populations of badly needed assistance. 

Significant jurisdictions such as Los Angeles 
County, Cook County, Queens County, Phila
delphia and Essex County, all have significant 
limited English proficient Latino voters who 
have been denied bilingual voting assistance 
because none of these counties meet the 5 
percent standard. These counties are densely 
populated major metropolitan areas in which it 
is virtually impossible for Latino voting popu
lations to meet the 5 percent margin even 
though those populations are numerically 
large. · 

Similarly, large Asian American communities 
in Los Angeles, San Francisco and three New 
York City counties-Kings, Queens, and New 
York-are currently not covered though they 
have significant language minority populations. 

Coverage of the Native American commu
nities is also thwarted by an imprecise stand
ard. Section 203 should be amended to re
quire that a jurisdiction provide language as
sistance if there are more than 5 percent of a 
single-language, limited-English proficient Na
tive American voters on the reservation. 

We are a nation of many immigrants, com
prised of all races, nationalities and religions. 
America was created by immigrants, and con
tinues to evolve with the contributions of new 
immigrants. 

Concerns about acculturation of immigrants 
are often related to the question of whether 
new immigrants will learn English. Research 
shows that today's immigrants, like their pred
ecessors, overwhelmingly lose their mother 
tongues by the second or third generation. 

Far from threatening the primacy of English 
in America, it is precisely tools such as section 
203 which facilitate the integration of immi
grants into the diverse culture of this Nation. 
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Bilingual elections do not promote cultural 
separatism, but instead help to integrate non-
English speaking citizens into our system of 
democracy. 

I urge my colleagues to vote for passage of 
H.R. 4312 and to oppose all weakening 
amendments. 

Mr. RANGEL. Madam Chairman, as an 
original cosponsor of this important legislation, 
I rise in strong support of the Voting Rights 
Language Assistance Act. 

When my colleagues and I, in Congress, 
passed the Voting Rights Act in 1975, we in
cluded section 203 to require counties that 
have large numbers of minority language citi
zens to provide bilingual voting assistance. 

Since then, millions of Americans-Latinos, 
Asians, native Americans, and others through
out the United States who would otherwise 
have been disenfranchised-have benefited 
from this support and have exercised their 
most precious right-the right to vote. 

Madam Chairman, the American people still 
need this legislation. The Voting Rights Lan
guage Assistance Act would reauthorize and 
refine the bilingual provisions of the Voting 
Rights Act, which are due to expire this year. 

The bill extends existing law for 15 years, 
through 2007. This bill would also tighten cur
rent legislation to ensure that minority lan
guage communities are covered by the bilin
gual provisions of the Voting Rights Act. 

To date, counties are only required to pro
vide support if 5 percent of voting age citizens 
do not speak English well enough to cast a 
ballot. However, in densely populated cities 
like New York, huge limited-English-proficient 
populations may still comprise less than the 
required 5 percent. The Voting Rights Lan
guage Assistance Act would require that a 
country provide assistance if it meets the 5 
percent minimum or if it has more than 10,000 
voters who speak English poorly. 

Bilingual voting assistance helps to guaran
tee a fundamental American right: the right to 
vote. Our democracy, Mr. Speaker, will suc
ceed only if its citizens are able to participate 
in the political process, choose their leaders 
effectively, and influence the operation of their 
Government. When a community is 
disenfranchised because it has not yet be
come proficient in English, everyone loses the 
benefit of its contribution to our valued demo
cratic process. 

Bilingual voting assistance helps to bring di
verse American communities closer together. 
No one, Mr. Speaker, can deny that a deepen
ing divide separates Americans of different 
races. This bill will strengthen the American 
democracy by enhancing the quality of the po
litical process. 

Opponents of the bill would query: "If their 
English isn't good enough to cast a ballot, 
then how can they understand the issues well 
enough to make an informed decision? But, 
we know that a broad multilingual media net
work exists that provides language minority 
communities with the opportunity to keep 
abreast of current issues. 

Moreover, bilingual voting assistance does 
not cost much. The total cost of providing writ
ten assistance averaged 7 .6 percent of total 
election costs, according to the General Ac
counting Office, which predicted the costs 
would only decrease as election materials 

were recycled and election officials gain expe
rience in providing bilingual assistance. 

Section 203 clearly works. In New York 
alone, many Latino voters use bilingual voting 
assistance, and 4 out of 5 Asian-American 
voters would be more inclined to vote if ballots 
were also written in their native language. 

For generations, Madam Speaker, good and 
honorable people have come to the shores of 
the United States from every continent, from 
every country on Earth. 

They bring with them their desire to suc
ceed, their love of freedom, and their own cul
ture and language. 

From the beginning, the United States has 
benefited and been enriched by these immi
grants, different as they look and sound. 

The music of many languages flows through 
the streets of New York; it is a rich heritage 
that should be nurtured, cherished and pro
moted. 

When someone comes to America, they do 
not leave their language, history, and culture 
at the door. And we should not insist that they 
do. 

I strongly urge my colleagues to pass the 
Voting Rights Language Assistance Act with
out any weakening amendments. Millions of 
Americans depend on this legislation. We 
must not let them down. 

Mr. FRANKS of Connecticut. Madam Chair
man, I rise today in opposition to H.R. 4312, 
which would extend the bilingual ballot provi
sion of the Voting Rights Act to the year 2007 
and also expand the number of jurisdictions 
subject to its provisions. 

Section 203 of the Voting Rights Act of 
1965, which requires jurisdictions that have 
more than 5 percent of a language minority to 
provide bilingual election materials, has been 
in place since 1975. When this section was 
enacted many proponents argued it was need
ed to increase voter participation among lan
guage minorities. 

However, there is no evidence present that 
indicates section 203 has any impact on im
proving voter participation of language minori
ties, such as Hispanics. For instance, accord
ing to the Census Bureau, voter participation 
in the Hispanic community has declined since 
the enactment of section 203, even relative to 
the overall national decline of voter participa
tion. 

Another reason I do not feel H.R. 4312 is in 
the best interest of our Nation is because of 
the financial burden it would impose on our 
local governments. According to Congres
sional Budget Office estimates, this legislation 
will cost American taxpayers and local govern
ments millions of dollars. In fact, in large 
urban areas where many different language 
minorities exist, costs would be increased to 
meet all these different languages. It is my 
feeling that this money could be better spent. 
For instance, funding for this bill would be bet
ter spent in assisting individuals to learn Eng
lish so that they can better participate in 
American democracy. 

I do support efforts which assist immigrants 
when they first enter America. It is important 
that we provide bilingual materials to our new 
American citizens until they have achieved flu
ency in English. In addition, I believe we 
should set goals that all Americans should un
derstand English by a certain age. Programs 

like Head Start and other important edu
cational programs will ensure that children 
from language minorities have the proper edu
cational assistance in learning the English lan
guage. However, this bill does nothing to help 
language minorities learn English. 

Our great Nation has a long tradition as a 
place where many nations can come together 
as one. This country was built with the hands 
of many great immigrants from different parts 
of the world. Yet we have been able to stand 
together despite all our cultural differences. 
The driving force behind this assimilation is 
our ability to communicate through one com
mon language-English. We have relied on 
English since the birth of this country to unify 
and bring together different nationalities in 
helping to communicate and understand one 
another. Most importantly, English has allowed 
us to have a common link to participate in this 
great democracy. 

In a time when our Nation is in desperate 
need of cohesiveness and a unifying force, I 
believe it is counterproductive to consider leg
islation in this Congress which gives individ
uals disincentives to assimilate into our soci
ety. Instead, we must focus our efforts on 
helping people learn to communicate in Eng
lish, giving them a greater opportunity to be 
part of our great country. 

For these reasons, I am opposed to the 
passage of H.R. 4312. 

Mr. PANETTA. Madam Chairman, I rise 
today in strong support of the Voting Rights 
Language Assistance Act. As the former Di
rector of the Office of Civil Rights, I am pain
fully aware that while our Nation is committed 
to equal opportunity, enforcement through leg
islation is desperately needed. 

Under our Constitution, every citizen has the 
right to vote. However, this is an empty right 
for a citizen if he or she does not have access 
to the ballot or does not understand the ballot. 
The Voting Rights Act has required certain 
counties to provide language assistance to en
sure that all citizens can exercise their right to 
vote. We must extend this requirement and 
improve it by changing the formula to include 
jurisdictions where there are at least 10,000 
minority-language citizens. 

The right to vote is the most fundamental 
component of our democracy. It is the right 
that empowers every individual to be heard. It 
is a right held by English speakers, · and by 
non-English speakers, by college-educated 
persons and by those who did not complete 
high school, by men and by women, by 
wealthy and by impoverished, by people of 
color and by European Americans. 

We are a government "of the people, by the 
people, and for the people." The key to having 
this type of government is to have the greatest 
possible number of citizens participating in the 
electoral process. In order to maximize elec
toral participation, we must require language 
assistance programs. It is through these pro
grams that all citizens are able to have access 
to the ballot and able to make informed deci
sions. 

I urge all of you to look at the real issue at 
hand, which is that language barriers bar 
some citizens from the electoral process. They 
have the right to vote under the Constitution, 
but cannot exercise it because they do not 
speak English. They make tremendous con-
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tributions to our society, but they cannot vote, 
because they cannot speak English well 
enough to register. They pay taxes, but they 
cannot vote because they cannot read the bal
lot. 

A citizen's limited English proficiency should 
not preclude him or her from the electoral 
process. Rather, we should encourage every 
individual to learn English. My parents came 
here from Italy and did not speak English. 
However, they eventually learned. All citizens 
eventually learn to speak English. But, they 
should not be deprived of their fundamental 
rights simply because their English is, at first, 
limited. 

Our Constitution does not require citizens to 
speak English, it does require that every citi
zen have the right to vote. Protecting the right 
to vote is the issue, and language assistance 
is the way. 

Today we have the opportunity to show our 
strong support for equal opportunity and fair
ness. Let us do this by action, and not merely 
talk. I urge you to take a firm stand on voting 
rights and upholding our Constitution by sup
porting the Voting Rights Language Assist
ance Act. 

Ms. NORTON. Madam Chairman, I am 
pleased and proud to rise in support of H.R. 
4312, the Voting Rights Language Assistance 
Act of 1992, a bill to extend for 15 more years 
the commitment made by Congress in 1975 to 
provide bilingual voting assistance for many 
American citizens whose primary language in 
other than English. 

Legislation to facilitate voter participation by 
non-English speaking American citizens is 
necessary and consistent with this Nation's 
history and philosophical creed. The United 
States has been called everything from a melt
ing pot to a caesar salad to describe its splen
did and diverse mix of races, ethnic groups, 
and cultures. People from all over the world 
have come and continue to come to this coun
try, inspired not only by greater economic op
portunity but also by the chance to be part of 
a democracy where political expression is not 
simply allowed, but is encouraged. Too few 
Americans entitled to vote do, in fact, vote. 
The right to vote is fundamental, and therefore 
must be fiercely protected and vigorously en
couraged. The Voting Rights Language Assist
ance Act of 1992 does both. 

The Nation's capital is home to a rich mix
ture of peoples. We celebrate and take pride 
in our cultural and ethnic diversity. Since the 
late 1970's the District has provided bilingual 
voting assistance in those areas of the city 
with significant non-English speaking popu
lations. In this Presidential election year espe
cially, and in the future as well, such voting 
language assistance efforts are particularly im
portant to ensure that every citizen takes part 
in the political process. 

We speak different languages and have dif
ferent opinions; yet in the democratic process 
we meet on common ground. One person, 
one vote lies at the heart of our Government. 
It is the mechanism by which all our voices 
are heard-individually and collectively. By en
suring that all citizens have equal access to 
the ballot, this Congress is fulfilling its obliga
tion to work toward achieving a fully 
participatory democracy. I encourage my col
leagues to support this important and just leg
islation. 

Mr. FAZIO. Madam Chairman, I rise today 
in support of H.R. 4312, the Voting Rights 
Language Assistance Act, a bill that will en
sure that more Americans can exercise their 
constitutional right to vote. 

The right to vote is the cornerstone of our 
democratic system. Yet, there are still millions 
of citizens who cannot fully exercise this right 
because they are not comfortable with Eng
lish. If H.R. 4312 is passed, it will open up the 
electoral process to these Americans-most of 
whom are either elderly or native born-who 
are dependent on another language. 

The current provision in the Voting Rights 
Act that affects this segment of our population 
helps citizens in large language minority com
munities register and vote by providing bilin
gual language assistance. However, it will ex
pire on August 6, so we must act quickly. 

By enacting H.R. 4312, we will extend this 
provision for another 15 years, through the 
end of the Voting Rights Act. We will also im
prove this provision by including more lan
guage minority citizens in its scope. If we do 
not enact H.R. 4312, millions of Americans will 
be locked out of the voting process. 

As Susan B. Anthony, the American suffra
gist, said over a century ago: 

Here, in the first paragraph of the Declara
tion [of Independence], is the assertion of the 
natural right of all to the ballot; for how can 
'the consent of the governed' be given, if the 
right to vote be denied? 

Language should not be a barrier to any 
American citizen's right to vote. All Americans 
are entitled to full participation in our demo
cratic system of Government, and we, here in 
Congress, have a responsibility to guarantee 
access to all segments of our voting age pop
ulation. I urge my colleagues on both sides of 
the aisle to join me in removing this unneces
sary obstacle that lies in the path of so many 
of our citizens. Let us open the door to de
mocracy to all Americans. 

Ms. PELOSI. Madam Chairman, I rise in 
strong support of H.R. 4312, the Voting Rights 
Improvement Act of 1992. I commend Con
gressman SERRANO, Chairman BROOKS, and 
Chairman EDWARDS for moving this important 
legislation. 

The Voting Rights Improvement Act does 
exactly what its name implies: It reauthorizes 
and improves provisions of the Voting Rights 
Act which require bilingual voting assistance 
for communities who need it. There is no proc
ess more American than the voting process. 
All of our citizens deserve the opportunity to 
exercise their constitutional right to vote. 

America is a nation of diversity, with people 
whose roots are traced back to many different 
lands. And many of these American citizens 
do not speak English well enough to fully par
ticipate in the electoral process. Let me under
line the word citizen. This bill gives citizens 
the opportunity for a meaningful vote. The 
America I believe in does not allow discrimina
tion against its citizens based on their lan
guage abilities or where their ancestors were 
born. 

Language minority citizens comprise a sig
nificant portion of the electorate. How can we 
not provide them with the materials necessary 
for meaningful participation in the electoral 
process? The answer is that we cannot deny 
them such an opportunity and continue to call 
ourselves Americans. 

If the Voting Rights Improvement Act is not 
passed, 68 counties in the United States 
would no longer provide bilingual voting assist
ance to citizens who need such materials. 
This bill is well-targeted by continuing a provi
sion of current law which calculates coverage 
by counting only those citizens who do not 
speak English well enough to make an in
formed vote. We are not talking about some 
extravagant expenditure for a questionable 
cause. Today we are voting to preserve every 
citizen's right to vote for their elected rep
resentatives. 

I urge my colleauges to support the Voting 
Rights Improvement Act and to oppose any 
weakening amendments. 

Mrs. KENNELLY. Madam Chairman, I rise 
today to express my strong support for H.R. 
4312, the Voting Rights Language Assistance 
Act. This bill, which I cosponsored, extends for 
15 years the requirements that counties with 
large limited-English proficient communities 
provide bilingual assistance in registering and 
voting. It also expands the number of counties 
that are required to provide this assistance. 

Madam Chairman, this bill is a significant 
step in ensuring that millions of American citi
zens-Hispanics, Asians, and native Ameri
cans-will have a role and importantly a voice 
in this Nation's political process. Linguistic bar
riers have often prevented many of our Na
tion's citizens from participating in the political 
process and exercising their right to vote. Let 
us not forget-this Nation was founded on the 
tenet that the right to vote was central to our 
democracy. Removing the language and other 
barriers will lead to increased voter registra
tion. 

Madam Chairman, I urge my colleagues to 
support this legislation, to give a voice to 
those citizens who have been left out. Ex
panding the number of counties will allow for 
the inclusion of those citizens often left out be
cause the total population often dwarfs the mi
nority language communities or because the 
current formula is based on percentage of 
total voting age citizens rather than the actual 
number of minority language citizens residing. 
This bill guarantees that crucial assistance be 
provided so that millions of Americans can 
participate. 

Mr. CAMPBELL of California. Madam Chair
man, I rise in support of H.R. 4312 without 
amendment. I would also urge my colleagues 
to vote in opposition to all amendments that 
will be offered. 

Passage of this piece of legislation will not 
only reauthorize section 203 of the Voting 
Rights Act of 1965 for an additional 15 years, 
it also augments the mechanism that deter
mines which jurisdictions must provide lan
guage assistance to certain language minority 
programs. 

Historically, section 203 has provided lan
guage assistance for certain language minority 
populations. In 1975 and 1982, Congress 
found that discrimination against language mi
norities limited the ability of limited-English 
proficient [LEP] members of those commu
nities to participate effectively in the electoral 
process. 

Because of certain unintentionally restrictive 
elements of its coverage formula, section 
203's current coverage standard fails to reach 
large concentrations of limited-English pro-
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ficient [LEP] voters, who would benefit greatly 
from language assistance. To address this 
problem, H.R. 4312 amends section 203's 
coverage formula to better target significant 
populations of language minority voters in 
need of assistance by providing two alter
native standards. 

In addition to incorporating an alternative 
10,000 voter benchmark the bill amends sec
tion 203 to provide an alternative coverage 
standard for native Americans. 

Sec. 203's current standard fails to ade
quately identify native Americans needing lan
guage assistance because it does not take 
into account their unique history and demo
graphics. 

Native Americans comprise less than one 
percent of the total U.S. population. Most lim
ited-English proficient [LEP] native Americans 
live on reservations or equivalent areas that 
often predate the existence of States or coun
ties. In many cases Indian reservations are di
vided into two or more counties or States. This 
division has the effect of further diluting the 
native American limited-English proficiency 
vote resulting in an inability to reach the 5 per
cent trigger. 

Without the alternative standard, only 4 of 
the more than 500 Indian tribes would be cov
ered by section 203 alone. Today, 17 tribes in 
15 counties receive language assistance 
under section 203 alone. If section 203 is re
authorized this year without the native Amer
ican alternative standard the coverage drops 
to only 4 tribes in 5 counties. 

Contrary to the dissenting opinions of this 
legislation, section 203 has produced an in
crease in voter participation in many counties. 
For example, from 1972 to 1990, the number 
of precincts with predominantly Navajo voters 
in Coconino County, AZ, quadrupled, while the 
numbers of registered Navajo voters increased 
by 164 percent and Navajo voter turnout in
creased by 120 percent In Apache County, 
AZ, the number of precincts with predomi
nantly Navajo voters tripled between 1972 and 
1990. 

In my district nearly 250 limited English pro
ficiency native American voters will be af
fected, in two counties. 

Equal opportunity to participate in the elec
toral process is a right every citizen of this 
country enjoys. As the only native American 
Member of this body I have said countless 
times the need for more participation from the 
native American population of this country. 
However without the alternative standards in 
place we jeopardize the vital participation of 
many native American people. 

Again I would urge my colleagues to sup
port H.R. 4312 without amendment to further 
guarantee the right to vote to all people. 

Mr. STOKES. Madam Chairman, I rise 
today in support of H.R. 4312, the Voting 
Rights Language Assistance Act of 1992. I 
commend my distinguished colleague, Rep
resentative JOSE SERRANO, for his introduction 
of this bill, and the House leadership, and the 
Judiciary Committee, for bringing this legisla
tion to the floor for consideration. 

It wasn't very long ago that potential minor
ity voters were excluded from participation in 
the electoral process through the use of lit
eracy tests, poll taxes, and "English only" 
elections. Congress took strong legislative ac-

tion to correct this problem by passing the 
Voting Rights Act of 1965, assuring equal ac
cess for all members of our society to the 
electoral process. 

In 1975, section 203 together with two other 
language assistance provisions, were added 
to the Voting Rights Act. Section 203 is in
tended to prohibit discriminatory voting prac
tices based on language, which violates the 
equal protection clause of the 14th amend
ment and the 15th amendment's guarantee to 
all eligible citizens of the right to vote. The in
clusion of these provisions gave voting age 
citizens with limited-English proficiency [LEP], 
equitable access and effective participation in 
the electoral process. Moreover, section 203 
has contributed to the rise in voter registration 
and participation by language minority commu
nities where the need for language assistance 
in voting remains significant. 

Current law provides that assistance must 
be provided if non-English speaking citizens 
make up at least 5 percent of the total popu
lation of the governing jurisdiction. H.R. 4312 
would expand those requirements to cover 
areas in which non-English speakers do not 
make up 5 percent, but number at least 
10,000 or more in total population. 

Today as a body, we have an opportunity to 
reauthorize and improve section 203 of the 
Voting Rights Act. By doing so, we will reaf
firm our Nation's commitment to guaranteeing 
all eligible citizens the right to vote. The exten
sion of section 203 for an additional 15 years, 
will allow it to expire when the Voting Rights 
Act itself expires. Furthermore, the extension 
would provide for the continuance of much 
needed bilingual assistance to single-language 
minority communities. 

Madam Chairman, section 203 has helped 
to break down many of the barriers to full par
ticipation in the electoral process encountered 
by Hispanic Americans, Asian-Americans, na
tive Americans, and Alaskan Americans of na
tive American descent. The right to vote is a 
fundamental right guaranteed under the Con
stitution. Unfortunately, millions of potential 
voters have been unfairly excluded from exer
cising this right, due in part to prohibitive lan
guage barriers which exist in our electoral 
process. I urge my colleagues to join me 
today in voting in favor of H.R. 4312, and by 
doing so, extend language assistance to sin
gle-language minority voters, thus ensuring 
that every member of our society has a voice 
in democracy. 

Mr. OWENS of New York. Madam Chair
man, I rise in strong support of H.R. 4312, the 
Voting Rights Improvement Act of 1992. This 
bill is vitally important to the hundreds of thou
sands of first generation Americans who come 
to this country who are not yet fluent in Eng
lish but who have the right to and the great 
desire to participate fully in our democratic 
process by exercising their right to vote. Sec
tion 203 of the Voting Rights Act provides 
them access to the process by taking down 
the language barriers that would otherwise 
prevent them from participating. 

Section 203 requires counties and localities 
to provide bilingual registration and voting as
sistance if more than 5 percent of voting age 
citizens need such assistance. The measure 
improves section 203 by closing a significant 
loophole which has caused thousands of oth-

erwise eligible immigrants to be exempt from 
coverage. In very densely populated cities and 
counties, there may be thousands of immi
grants in need of services under section 203, 
but if, despite their large number, they make 
up less than 5 percent of the population of the 
locality, they will not be covered. This bill 
would add as an alternate measure of applica
bility a numerical benchmark of 10,000 people 
in a locality in need of assistance. 

This new benchmark would mean that in 
many of our Nation's cities where there might 
be thousands of first generation Americans 
who have not mastered the English language, 
but these thousands make up less than 5 per
cent of the voting age population, people who 
need language assistance to particii>ate in the 
voting process would be able to receive this 
assistance and fully partake of their rights as 
citizens of the United States. 

Section 203 is a wonderful example of the 
democratic process at work. In our country we 
accept immigrants from almost any country 
and introduce them to the democratic system 
at work. And in some counties and cities we 
must take extra steps to ensure that these 
new Americans can participate fully in the 
process. Section 203 has had great success 
at opening the doors to the voting process for 
these American citizens who may speak 
Spanish, Chinese, Japanese, Russian, Ger
man, Arabic, French, Lakota, and numerous 
other languages. By expanding the coverage 
of section 203 we will include even more of 
these special Americans. 

I urge my colleagues to vote to support this 
bill and not allow its noble cause to be diluted 
by weakening amendments. Support every 
American's right to vote. 

The CHAIRMAN. All time for general 
debate has expired. 

Pursuant to the rule, the committee 
amendment in the nature of a sub
stitute printed in the bill shall be con
sidered by sections as an original bill 
for the purpose of amendment, and 
each section is considered as read. No 
further amendment is in order unless 
printed in the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD 
prior to consideration of the bill. De
bate on each amendment, including 
any amendments thereto, may not ex
ceed 20 minutes, and the Chair will di
vide the time equally between the pro
ponent and an opponent. 

The Clerk will designate section 1. 
The text of section 1 is as follows: 

SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE. 
This Act may be cited as the "Voting 

Rights Language Assistance Act of 1992". 
The CHAIRMAN. Are there any 

amendments to section 1? 
AMENDMENT IN THE NATURE OF A SUBSTITUTE 

OFFERED BY MR. MCCOLLUM 

Mr. MCCOLLUM. Madam Chairman, I 
offer an amendment in the nature of a 
substitute. It has been printed in the 
RECORD. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment in the nature of a substitute 

offered by Mr. MCCOLLUM: Strike all after 
the enacting clause and insert the following: 
SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE. 

This Act may be cited as the "Voting 
Rights Language Assistance Act of 1992". 
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SEC. 2. FIVE YEAR EXTENSION. 

Section 203(b) of the Voting Rights Act of 
1965 (42 U.S.C. 1973aa-la(b)) is amended by 
striking "1992" and inserting "1997". 

On or before February l, 1997, the Census 
Bureau, jointly with the Attorney General, 
shall prepare and submit a report to the Con
gress. This report shall include the following 
information: 

(1) Voting participation rates among each 
minority language group, as defined in the 
Voting Rights Act, and among other groups 
of persons who speak languages other than 
English in the home. 

(2) Voting participation rates among all 
voters and English-speaking voters. 

(3) Increases or decreases, if any, in voting 
participation among and between each of the 
groups referred to in paragraphs (1) and (2). 

(4) Jurisdictions in which there are at least 
10,000 persons who meet the criteria for cov
erage under section 203(b) of the Voting 
Rights Act of 1965. 

(5) Jurisdictions in which there are at least 
20,000 persons who meet the criteria for cov
erage under section 203(b) of the Voting 
Rights Act of 1965. 

(6) Jurisdictions which meet the criteria 
under section 203(b) of the Voting Rights Act 
of 1965. 

(7) For jurisdictions listed in paragraph (4), 
(5), or (6), whether, and if so, what type, of 
multilingual voting assistance is available in 
each jurisdiction and the number of persons, 
in both absolute and as a percentage of gen
eral and language-minority populations, who 
utilize such assistance. 

Mr. BROOKS (during the reading). 
Madam Chairman, I ask unanimous 
consent that the amendment in the na
ture of a substitute be considered as 
read and printed in the RECORD. 

Mr. MCCOLLUM. Madam Chairman, I 
object to that. This is a very short 
amendment. I would like to have it 
read. · 

Mr. BROOKS. The gentleman wants 
to read the whole amendment? 

Mr. MCCOLLUM. Madam Chairman, 
it is a very short amendment. It will be 
done in less than a minute. 

The CHAIRMAN. Objection is heard. 
The Clerk will complete the reading 

of the amendment. 
(The Clerk concluded the reading of 

the Amendment in the nature of a sub
stitute.) 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman 
from Florida [Mr. MCCOLLUM] will be 
recognized for 10 minutes, and the gen
tleman from Texas [Mr. BROOKS] will 
be recognized for 10 minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Florida [Mr. MCCOLLUM]. 

Mr. MCCOLLUM. Madam Chairman, I 
yield myself such time as I may 
consume. 

Madam Chairman, this amendment is 
a substitute for the bill. It is a very 
straightforward amendment. It is one 
that I strongly support. I can support 
the bill if this is adopted. The adminis
tration can support this bill if it is 
adopted. 

It is a substitute amendment to the 
bill that would extend section 203 of 
the Voting Rights Act for 5 years rath
er than 15, and require a study of the 
effectiveness by the Bureau of Census 
and the Department of Justice. 

The reason why I am offering this 
amendment is because there is no basic 
understanding of how effective this 
particular provision in the law is 
today. 

We have heard a lot of people give 
personal testimony of their opinions as 
Members, and I am sure they are genu
ine and sincere about it. But we do not 
have any studies that have been done 
to demonstrate whether or not we real
ly are doing anything that should be 
covered by Federal law. 

We do not know whether there has 
been any discrimination in voting be
cause of language barriers. We do not 
know if indeed there has been help 
really given to a lot of voters because 
there is a bilingual ballot. We just do 
not have any studies on it at all. 

In addition to that fact, the bill itself 
today would change the provisions of 
law and require a far greater number of 
ballots to be printed in different lan
guages than has been the case for the 
last 17 years. 

The substitute I am offering today 
would stick at least for the next 5 
years with the present requirements of 
law so we will not put this undue and 
additional burden on our supervisors of 
election around the country. 

The present law has a requirement in 
it that for the minority language to be 
effected, you have to have 5 percent of 
the voting citizenry of that area be of 
the particular minority group that you 
are going to have to have a ballot 
printed for. 

If you have 5 percent of that in any 
political subdivision, such as a county, 
then you have to have the ballot print
ed in that language. There are quite a 
number of localities around the coun
try where bilingual ballots are today 
printed for Hispanics, and I am sure for 
Asians, for Indian Americans, native 
Americans, and for some of the Alas
kans who are covered by this. 

The bill, if this amendment of mine 
is not accepted or adopted, the bill 
would actually make the amount far 
less in numbers as a practical matter. 
Five percent sounds like it is low, but 
it is actually a sizable number of peo
ple in most jurisdictions, though I 
think there will be an amendment of
fered later on that will demonstrate 
how harsh that can be in really tiny ju
risdictions where you have a very few 
voters altogether. 

But the bill itself says 10,000 is all 
that is going to be required, or 5 per
cent, whichever one is lower in num
bers. In most of the larger commu
nities, of course, 10,000 could well be 
lower in numbers, and that would mean 
quite a number of other groups are 
going to be brought under this, quite a 
number of additional ballots in dif
ferent languages would have to be 
printed, particularly in places like Los 
Angeles County in California, where I 
think there will be as many as five dif
ferent languages that would have to be 

printed on ballots, as opposed to one 
under the 5 percent rule, which I be
lieve is the Hispanic ballot. 

Madam Chairman, I would like to 
call attention to the fact that within 
all but one jurisdiction in this country, 
it is required that a person be a citizen 
in which to vote in any election, and it 
is also a requirement under the law 
right now as it now reads under section 
312 of the Immigration and Nationality 
Act that no person except as otherwise 
provided in this title shall be neutral
ized as a citizen of the United States 
who cannot demonstrate "an under
standing of the English language, in
cluding an ability to read, write, and 
speak words in ordinary usage in the 
English language." 

D 1100 
It seems to me that we are stretching 

things a long, long, long way in the bill 
that is before us today. We are making 
assumptions that various groups sim
ply cannot participate in voting if they 
do not have ballots in a native lan
guage, if there are a certain number of 
them in a given community. 

I would submit to my colleagues that 
the number is not very material. There 
are going to be some who cannot, obvi
ously, and it might be a much smaller 
community than the numbers that we 
have got there. Why are we taking the 
larger community? What evidence do 
we have that it requires 10,000, or what
ever the number is, in order to need the 
bilingual ballots? States like New Mex
ico already have decided that in their 
States they want to require a bilingual 
ballot, that they need them. That is 
fine. Let the States do that. 

I would submit that in most jurisdic
tions in this country where there is in
equity like this, there already would be 
the provision under State law. That is 
the appropriate place for it to be. The 
States are the ones to provide the vot
ing laws of this country, who deter
mine eligibility to vote and so forth. 
We should not be unduly forcing the 
matter. 

Especially, we should not do it unless 
we can show by some evidence or some 
study that there has been a problem. 

That is what my substitute will do. It 
will do two things. One, it will not ex
pand the Voting Rights provision with 
regard to bilingual ballots. It will not 
reduce the numbers so that it will cre
ate a greater number of ballots. It will 
keep the law as it is right now, and it 
will simply extend the law for 5 years 
and require a study to be done to find 
out what is indeed needed. 

Mr. WASHINGTON. Madam Chair
man, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. MCCOLLUM. I yield to the gen
tleman from Texas. 

Mr. WASHINGTON. Madam Chair
man, I follow the gentleman's logic, 
and it makes sense about the provision 
that the gentleman cited in the law for 
naturalization. 
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Of course, there are two things I 

want to call to his attention, which he, 
of course, already knows. One is, that 
does not cover the provision for per
sons born in this country. That is only 
for persons who are naturalized. 

The other thing is, that means, it 
seems to me, that the process by which 
whomever is doing the testing on 
whether there is English proficiency 
sufficient to meet that is not doing a 
good job. 

But the bottom line question is, as 
the gentleman very well knows, there 
are many ballot propositions other 
than voting for or against candidates, 
such as bond elections and the like, 
that the gentleman and I both know 
sometimes the legislature puts lots of 
language and lots of verbiage in there. 

Is the gentleman not concerned that 
people who otherwise have limited pro
ficiency in English and could decide 
whether they want to vote for the gen
tleman from Florida, BILL MCCOLLUM 
or the gentleman from Texas, CRAIG 
W AS.HINGTON can do that based on lim
ited English proficiency, but what 
about these ballot propositions on bond 
elections and all of those things that 
are hyper technical? 

Mr. MCCOLLUM. Madam Chairman, 
of course I am concerned. That is why 
I have asked for the study. Let us find 
out if that is the case. But the law 
right now only applies to American
Hispanics, Asian-Americans, and Amer
ican natives and a few Alaskans. What 
about the Polish-Americans? What 
about certain African-American citi
zens who have come here, maybe not 
able to speak because they are recently 
naturalized? We do not know. 

I am submitting we ought to leave 
the law as it is right now and just ex
tend it for 5 years and do a study. 

I am not opposing the idea of a con
cept. I am just suggesting, let us find 
out. Maybe this needs to be broader 
than it is. Maybe it needs to be nar
rower. We do not know. That is all I 
am proposing. 

Madam Chairman, I reserve the bal
ance of my time, 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman 
from Texas [Mr. BROOKS] controls the 
time in opposition. 

Mr. BROOKS. Madam Chairman, I 
yield myself 2 minutes. 

Madam Chairman, I rise in opposi
tion to this amendment. The amend
ment puts aside the history of the lan
guage assistance section of the Voting 
Rights Act by presuming that no fac
tual basis exists for its existence. The 
language assistance provisions of the 
Voting Rights Act were enacted in 1975 
after detailed congressional findings of 
dilatory practices which restricted the 
exercise of the franchise by language 
minority citizens. In 1982, the Congress 
reauthorized section 203 for another 10 
years after making similar findings. 

This year, the Judiciary Subcommit
tee on Civil and Constitutional Rights 

held 3 days of oversight hearings on the 
Voting Rights Act, and developed a 
record which adequately supports the 
reauthorization bill now before us. 

There is no reason to require-as this 
amendment would do-Census Bureau 
and the Attorney General to file a re
port containing information which is, 
for the most part, not only currently 
available but which was used to con
sider the form and scope of H.R. 4312. 
Altering the extension period also is 
not advisable. The 15-year extension 
provided in the legislation is simply in
tended to bring the expiration of the 
language assistance provision in line 
with the other sections of the Voting 
Rights Act, and I oppose any effort to 
undermine that objective. 

Mr. EDWARDS of California. Madam 
Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. BROOKS. I yield to my distin
guished friend, the chairman of the 
subcommittee. 

Mr. EDWARDS of California. Madam 
Chairman, I subscribe to the remarks 
illustrating the fallacies of this amend
ment and the fact that it would do 
great damage to the bill. 

In the first place, it is really non
sense to have a 5-year extension. That 
is not enough time. And let me point 
out that the administration, the De
partment of Justice, suggests a 15-year 
extension, as is in the bill. So our 
friends on the other side of the aisle 
are going against their own adminis
tration. And I think everybody knows 
that this administration and this De
partment of Justice are not known as 
champions for civil rights. But they 
have made it very clear that they feel 
a 15-year extension is essential. 

Lastly, Madam Chairman, we had, in 
the hearings that my chairman men
tioned, substantial evidence, over and 
over again, from credible witnesses 
that these language-assistance provi
sions are essential to increase voter 
participation and to make it possible 
for Americans to cast their vote. 

Mr. MCCOLLUM. Madam Chairman, I 
yield 1 minute to the gentleman from 
Maryland [Mr. GILCHREST]. 

Mr. GILCHREST. Madam Chairman, 
I rise in support of the Mccollum 
amendment. I think it offers us the 
most logical procedure and plan for ful
filling the Voting Rights Act in this 
particular category. 

This Nation is filled with diversity, 
and diversity offers an opportunity for 
cooperation. That cooperation comes 
by holding on to traditions, holding on 
to cultures and even holding on to lan
guages. 

But the cooperation part of that di
versity comes when we feel that we are 
united as Americans, united as people 
that live in a community. And we are 
united as people who can cooperate on 
a variety of issues. 

I think we should push bilingual lan
guages in the United States. But as was 
mentioned earlier, the glue that holds 

the fiber of this Nation together as a 
nation, where people feel that they are 
participating, is the language. We do 
not want to become like Canada or 
Eastern European nations where we 
have a sense of isolation, where we are 
divided. 

One of the few things remaining that 
offers us a chance for cooperation and 
unity is our language, and I think the 
offer of the gentleman from Florida 
[Mr. MCCOLLUM] of a 5-year study is 
the best way to go on this particular 
plan. 

Mr. BROOKS. Madam Chairman, I 
yield 1 minute to the distinguished 
gentleman from New York [Mr. FISH]. 

Mr. FISH. Madam Chairman, I would 
like to say that reference has been 
made that the administration is op
posed to this bill. I think I would know 
if there was any veto threat. As far as 
I know, there is none. They do not like 
every provision in the bill, but cer
tainly the administration, as I under
stand, is supportive of extension of the 
voting rights language bill. 

Also, I think we have the cart before 
the horse here, because the allegation 
is made that the 10,000 limited English
proficient benchmark will create five 
different ballots in the city of Los An
geles. Of course, it will. And perhaps in 
New York, too. That is the whole pur
pose of it. What we are addressing here 
is numerically large language minority 
communities in big cities where the 
cities are so large that these numeri
cally large minority communities can
not reach the current 5 percent stand
ard. So they are effectively left out of 
the coverage of the existing law. 

So the 10,000 benchmark is the an
swer, and the very reason we are going 
to have more ballots is because we do 
want to enfranchise these people that 
are currently swallowed up in a much 
larger population. So at this point, I 
just want to make those two points, 
that I am not aware of administration 
opposition to this bill and, second, that 
I think this numerical benchmark is 
critically important to the extension. I 
urge the defeat of this amendment. 

Mr. BROOKS. Madam Chairman, I 
yield 1 minute to the distinguished 
gentleman from Arizona [Mr. PASTOR]. 
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Mr. PASTOR. Madam Chairman, 

there seems to be a misconception that 
we are here asking to di vi de America, 
to separate the ethnic groups, to sepa
rate the races. What we are doing, the 
best we can, is to encourage the objec
tives of the Founders, that the Found
ers of this country had, to be inclusive 
and to make sure that the voters of 
this democracy are well-informed. 

All we are saying is, the system has 
failed us in many cases. There are peo
ple who have limited proficiency in 
English, arid all we want to do is to in
clude these citizens to be able to vote 
in a well-informed manner. We are not 
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asking for division, we are only asking 
to ensure that this democracy has the 
greatest number of voters and that 
they are well-informed. 

Mr. BROOKS. Madam Chairman, I 
ask for a no vote and I yield back the 
balance of my time. 

Mr. MCCOLLUM. Madam Chairman, I 
yield 1 minute to the gentlewoman 
from Florida [Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN]. 

Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN. Madam Chair
man, I urge all Members to reject this 
amendment and all amendments which 
seek to cripple voter access for all 
Americans. The 15-year extension is 
needed to ensure and guarantee that 
persons with limited English pro
ficiency are assured that they have ac
cess to ballot language, which is often 
confusing to the voter. 

This amendment reduces the author
ization period of the bilingual voting 
requirement. Please reject this. Eng
lish is not the primary language for so 
many Americans, yet they are Ameri
cans. A naturalized American has the 
same rights under citizenship as a na
tive-born American. For many of these 
Americans, especially the elderly and 
those who have not been naturalized 
for long, they still find complicated 
ballot language on referendum ques
tions to be confusing. Yes, they are 
Americans, but they have limited Eng
lish proficiency. Do not punish Ameri
cans for that, stimulate voter partici
pation. Do not repress it. 

Let us hang a welcome sign by the 
voting booth; "bienvenidos todos," wel
come all. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman 
from Florida [Mr. MCCOLLUM] has 1 
minute remaining. 

Mr. MCCOLLUM. Madam Chairman, I 
yield the balance of my time to myself. 

Madam Chairman, this amendment I 
am asking the Members to vote today 
is very simple. It is a substitute for the 
bill. It extends present law as it now 
exists for another 5 years, and asks for 
a study. That is all it does. I think that 
study is very important when we con
sider the fact that in Los Angeles 
County alone there are more than 60 
languages that they have to teach in 
the public schools out there for 60 dif
ferent sources or derivations of lan
guage in this country. 

The law that we would put into place 
by this bill is only going to cover five 
of those languages. Who knows, maybe 
we need to cover a whole lot more. We 
have no idea. We need the study that I 
am asking for in this bill. We need to 
extend present law for another 5 years. 
We should not do another 15. We should 
not let it sit around on our hands. I 
think the 5-year extension is appro
priate. 

I am not changing the law at all, but 
I am extending it for 5 years, and I am 
asking for the Government of the Unit
ed States to find out if we need more, 
if we need less, how is it working, what 
is happening, and then let us come 

back and revisit it after we have had 
that time for a study. That is all it 
does, a simple extension. 

I urge an aye vote for the McColl um 
substitute amendment to extend for 5 
years the present law. 

Mrs. MINK. Madam Chairman, I rise today 
in strong opposition to the Mccollum sul:r 
stitute. 

The right to vote, to participate in our politi
cal process is the most precious right we have 
as citizens. And since 1975, section 203 of the 
Voting Rights Act has served to protect and 
preserve this right for citizens who have lim
ited English proficiency. 

This is not a service, something that is 
being provided to be charitable, it is a neces
sity required to fulfill the most basic tenet of 
our Constitution-the right to vote. 

And it is the responsibility of this body to 
provide the greatest assurances possible that 
every citizen in this Nation, no matter what 
their native language, is given the opportunity 
to vote. 

Our experience over the last 13 years has 
shown that what the gentleman is proposing, 
a 5-year reauthorization under the current 
benchmark to trigger the bilingual assistance 
requirement, is not sufficient. 

In fact, this substitute ignores the very les
sons we have learned over the years in work
ing with States and local communities to as
sure that the election process is free from lan
guage discrimination. 

It ignores the fact that language minorities 
continue to suffer from inequities in our edu
cational system that prevent them from learn
ing English. 

It ignores the fact that Asians and Hispanics 
are the fastest growing ethnic groups in the 
country. And as their population continues to 
increase the need for language assistance will 
also increase. 

It ignores the fact that native Americans 
have been denied language assistance under 
current law. 

It ignores the fact that the current bench
mark which triggers the bilingual assistance 
has left large pockets of language minorities 
without assistance, without comprehensible in
formation on the electoral process, and with
out a true opportunity to cast an informed and 
effective vote. 

The change in the benchmark is most 
central to this bill. Under current law a lan
guage minority must make up at least 5 per
cent of the total population of an entire county. 
This means that large counties with very con
centrated areas of language minorities do not 
qualify. Los Angeles County, San Francisco 
County, and the city and county of Honolulu 
do not qualify under this formula even though 
they have sizable language minority commu
nities. 

Mr. Chairman we cannot continue to deny 
the language minorities in these areas the as
sistance needed to fulfill their duty as citizens 
of this Nation because of a statistical bench
mark. 

I urge my colleagues to vote down the 
Mccollum substitute. It falls far short of the 
means necessary to protect the constitutional 
right of all citizens to vote. 

Mr. RICHARDSON. Madam Chairman, this 
amendment would reauthorize the bilingual 

voting assistance prov1s1ons of the Voting 
Rights Act without the two alternative stand
ards intended to improve the coverage. 

This amendment ignores the proven need to 
better identify and provide assistance to sig
nificant concentrations of limited English-pro
ficient communities. 

AGAINST THE 5-YEAR REAUTHORIZATION 

Many of the original beneficiaries of bilingual 
voting assistance in 1975 are still suffering 
from educational inequalities they faced then, 
and continue to need language assistance in 
voting. 

Exit poll surveys have indicated that the use 
of bilingual voting materials correlates directly 
with age and inversely with wealth, education, 
and English language proficiency. It is unlikely 
that the educational needs of these older vot
ers who need bilingual assistance will be met 
within the next 5 years. 

Hispanic students enter school later, leave 
school earlier, and receive fewer high school 
and college diplomas than any other commu
nity. These educational disparities are unlikely 
to change in the next 5 years. 

The reauthorization of section 203 of the 
Voting Rights Act should coincide with the 
2007 expiration date of the remainder of the 
Voting Rights Act. 

Because the number of those who need bi
lingual voting assistance is increasing rather 
than decreasing, it is likely to be needed and 
used until the year 2007. 
AGAINST REQUIRING A JUSTICE DEPARTMENT REPORT ON 

VOTING PARTICIPATION RATES 

There is ample evidence of the wide need 
and use of bilingual voting materials. Further 
reports are unnecessary and would be a 
waste of Federal funds. 

Any type of screening of required identifica
tion at the voting booth could be intimidating 
to language minority voters. 

This could likely have the effect of reducing 
voter participation. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the amendment in the nature of a sub
stitute offered by the gentleman from 
Florida [Mr. MCCOLLUM]. 

The question was taken; and the 
Chairman announced that the noes ap
peared to have it. 

RECORDED VOTE 

Mr. McCOLLUM. Madam Chairman, I 
demand a recorded vote. 

A recorded vote was ordered. 
The vote was taken by electronic de

vice, and there were-ayes 142, noes 233, 
not voting 59, as follows: 

Allen 
Archer 
Armey 
Baker 
Ballenger 
Barrett 
Bateman 
Beilenson 
Bentley 
Bereuter 
Bevill 
Bilirakis 
Bliley 
Browder 
Burton 
Byron 
Camp 

[Roll No. 314) 
AYES-142 

Campbell (CA) 
Clement 
Clinger 
Coble 
Combest 
Cox(CA) 
Cramer 
Crane 
Cunningham 
Dannemeyer 
Davis 
De Lay 
Derrick 
Dickinson 
Doolittle 
Dornan (CA) 
Dreier 

Duncan 
Emerson 
Erdreich 
Ewing 
Fawell 
Fields 
Franks (CT) 
Gallo 
Gekas 
Gilchrest 
Gillmor 
Gingrich 
Goodling 
Goss 
Gradison 
Hammerschmidt 
Hancock 
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Harris 
Hastert 
Henry 
Herger 
Hobson 
Holloway 
Hopkins 
Houghton 
Hunter 
Hutto 
Inhofe 
James 
Jenkins 
Johnson (SD) 
Kanjorski 
Klug 
Kyl 
Lagomarsino 
Lancaster 
Lehman <CA) 
Lent 
Lewis <CA) 
Lewis(FL) 
Lightfoot 
Lipinski 
Livingston 
Lowery(CA) 
Marlenee 
McCandless 
McCollum 
McCrery 

Abercrombie 
Ackerman 
Alexander 
Anderson 
Andrews (ME) 
Andrews <NJ) 
Annunzio 
Applegate 
Asp in 
AuCoin 
Bennett 
Berman 
BU bray 
Blackwell 
Boehlert 
Boni or 
Borski 
Brewster 
Brooks 
Brown 
Bruce 
Bryant 
Bustamante 
Cardin 
Carper 
Carr 
Chapman 
Clay 
Coleman (TX) 
ColUns (IL) 
ColUns (Ml) 
Condit 
Cooper 
Costello 
Cox (IL) 
Coyne 
Darden 
de la Garza 
De Lauro 
Dell urns 
Dicks 
Dingell 
Dixon 
Donnelly 
Dooley 
Dorgan (ND) 
Downey 
Durbin 
Eckart 
Edwards <CA) 
Edwards <TX> 
Engel 
English 
Espy 
Evans 
Fascell 
Fazio 
Fish 
Flake 
Foglietta 
Ford (Ml) 
Frank (MA) 

McEwen 
McMillan (NC) 
Meyers 
Michel 
M1ller(OH) 
Montgomery 
Moorhead 
Murphy 
Myers 
Nichols 
Nussle 
Oxley 
Packard 
Parker 
Patterson 
Paxon 
Petri 
Pickett 
Porter 
Pursell 
Ramstad 
Rhodes 
Ridge 
Rinaldo 
Ritter 
Roberts 
Rogers 
Rohrabacher 
Roth 
Roukema 
Rowland 

NOES-233 
Gallegly 
Gejdenson 
Gephardt 
Geren 
Gibbons 
Gilman 
Glickman 
Gonzalez 
Gordon 
Grandy 
Green 
Guarini 
Gunderson 
Hall(OH) 
Hall(TX) 
Hamilton 
Hayes (IL) 
Hayes(LA) 
Hefner 
Hertel 
Hoagland 
Hochbrueckner 
Horn 
Horton 
Hoyer 
Hubbard 
Hughes 
Jacobs 
Jefferson 
Johnson <CT> 
Johnson (TX) 
Johnston 
Jones <GA) 
Jones (NC) 
Jontz 
Kaptur 
Kasi ch 
Kennedy 
Kennelly 
KU dee 
Kleczka 
Kolbe 
Kopetski 
Kostmayer 
LaFalce 
Lantos 
LaRocco 
Leach 
Lehman <FL) 
Levin (Ml) 
Lewis <GA) 
Long 
Lowey(NY) 
Luken 
Machtley 
Manton 
Mavroules 
Mazzoli 
Mccloskey 
McCurdy 
McDade 
McDermott 

Santorurn 
Saxton 
Schaefer 
Schulze 
Sensenbrenner 
Shays 
Shuster 
Sisisky 
Skelton 
Smith(NJ) 
Smith (OR) 
Solomon 
Spence 
Spratt 
Stearns 
Stenholm 
Stump 
Taylor(MS) 
Taylor (NC) 
Thomas <CA) 
Vander Jagt 
Walsh 
Weber 
Weldon 
Wolf 
Wylie 
Young <AK> 
Zeliff 
Zimmer 

McGrath 
McHugh 
McMillen(MD) 
McNulty 
Mfume 
Miller(CA) 
MUler(WA) 
Mine ta 
Mink 
Moakley 
Molinari 
Mollohan 
Moody 
Moran 
Morella 
Murtha 
Nagle 
Natcher 
Neal (MA) 
Nowak 
Oakar 
Oberstar 
Obey 
Olin 
Olver 
Ortiz 
Orton 
Owens(NY) 
Owens (UT) 
Pallone 
Panetta 
Pastor 
Payne <NJ) 
Payne <VA> 
Pease 
Pelosi 
Penny 
Perkins 
Peterson (MN) 
Pickle 
Po shard 
Price 
Quillen 
Rahall 
Rangel 
Ravenel 
Reed 
Regula 
Richardson 
Roe 
Roemer 
Ros-Lehtinen 
Rose 
Rostenkowski 
Roybal 
Sabo 
Sanders 
Sangmeister 
Sarpa.Uus 
Savage 
Sawyer 
Scheuer 
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Schiff 
Schroeder 
Schumer 
Serrano 
Sharp 
Shaw 
Sikorski 
Skaggs 
Skeen 
Slattery 
Slaughter 
Smith(FL) 
Smith (IA) 
Sn owe 
Solarz 
StalUngs 

Stark 
Stokes 
Studds 
Swett 
Swi~ 
Synar 
Tanner 
Tauzin 
Thornton 
Torres 
Torrlcem 
Towns 
Traxler 
Unsoeld 
Upton 
Valentine 

Vento 
Visclosky 
Volkmer 
Vucanovich 
Walker 
Washington 
Waxman 
Weiss 
Wheat 
Williams 
Wise 
Wolpe 
Wyden 
Yates 
Young (FL) 

NOT VOTING-59 
Allard 
Andrews (TX) 
Anthony 
Atkins 
Bacchus 
Barnard 
Barton 
Boehner 
Boucher 
Boxer 
Broomfield 
Bunning 
Callahan 
Campbell (CO) 
Chandler 
Coleman (MO) 
Conyers 
Coughlin 
De Fazio 
Dwyer 

Dymally 
Early 
Edwards (OK) 
Feighan 
Ford (TN) 
Frost 
Gaydos 
Hansen 
Hatcher 
Hefley 
Huckaby 
Hyde 
Ireland 
Kolter 
Laughlin 
Levine (CA) 
Lloyd 
Markey 
Martin 
Martinez 
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Matsui 
Morrison 
Mrazek 
Neal (NC) 
Peterson <FL> 
Ray 
Riggs 
Russo 
Smith(TX) 
Staggers 
Sundquist 
Tallon 
Thomas (GA) 
Thomas(WY) 
Traficant 
Waters 
Whitten 
Wilson 
Yatron 

The Clerk announced the following 
pairs: 

On this vote: 
Mr. Riggs for, with Mr. Martinez against. 
Mr. Thomas of Wyoming for, with Ms. Wa-

ters against. 

Mr. GALLEGLY and Mr. KOLBE 
changed their vote from "aye" to "no." 

Mrs. PATTERSON and Mr. LEHMAN 
of California changed their vote from 
"no" to "aye." 

So the amendment in the nature of a 
substitute was rejected. 

The result of the vote was announced 
as above recorded. 

The CHAIRMAN. There being no ad
ditional amendments to section 1, the 
Clerk will designate section 2. 

The text of section 2 is as follows: 
SEC. 2. EXTENSION OF LANGUAGE MINORITY 

PROVISIONS. 
Subsection (b) of section 203 of the Voting 

Rights Act of 1965 (42 U.S.C. 1973aa-la(b)) is 
amended to read as follows: 

"(b) BILINGUAL VOTING MATERIALS RE
QUIREMENT.-

"(l) GENERALLY.-Before August 6, 2007, no 
covered State or political subdivision shall 
provide voting materials only in the English 
language. 

"(2) COVERED STATES AND POLITICAL SUB
DIVISIONS.-

"(A) GENERALLY.-A State or political sub
division is a covered State or political sub
division for the purposes of this subsection if 
the Director of the Census determines, based 
on census data, that-

"(i)(l) more than 5 percent of the citizens 
of voting age of such State or political sub
division are members of a single language 
minority and are limited-English proficient; 

"(II) more than 10,000 of the citizens of vot
ing age of such political subdivision are 
members of a single language minority and 
are limited-English proficient; or 

"(ill) in the case of a political subdivision 
that contains all or any part of an Indian 

reservation, more than 5 percent of the 
American Indian or Alaska Native citizens of 
voting age within the Indian reservation are 
members of a single language minority and 
are limited-English proficient; and 

"(ii) the illiteracy rate of the citizens in 
the language minority as a group is higher 
than the national illiteracy rate. 

"(B) EXCEPTION.-The prohibitions of this 
subsection do not apply in any political sub
division that has less than 5 percent voting 
age limited-English proficient citizens of 
each language minority which comprises 
over 5 percent of the statewide limited-Eng
lish proficient population of voting age citi
zens, unless the political subdivision is a 
covered political subdivision independently 
from its State. 

"(3) DEFINITIONS.-As used in this section
"(A) the term 'voting materials' means 

registration or voting notices, forms, in
structions, assistance, or other materials or 
information relating to the electoral proc
ess, including ballots; 

"(B) the term 'limited-English proficient' 
means unable to speak or understand Eng
lish adequately enough to participate in the 
electoral process; 

"(C) the term 'Indian reservation' means 
any area that is an American Indian or Alas
ka Native area, as defined by the Census Bu
reau for the purposes of the 1990 decennial 
census; 

"(D) the term 'citizens' means citizens of 
the United States; and 

"(E) the term 'illiteracy' means the failure 
to complete the 5th primary grade. 

"(4) SPECIAL RULE.-The determinations of 
the Director of the Census under this sub
section shall be effective upon publication in 
the Federal Register and shall not be subject 
to review in any court.". 

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. CONDIT 
Mr. CONDIT. Madam Chairman, I 

offer an amendment. 
The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment offered by Mr. CONDIT: Page 7, 

line 2, after "State." insert "The prohibi
tions of this subsection also do not apply 
with respect to any State or political sub
division that does not receive a Federal 
grant to cover all expenses resulting from 
compliance with this subsection. The Attor
ney General may make such grants.". 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman 
from California [Mr. CONDIT] will be 
recognized for 10 minutes, and the gen
tleman from Texas [Mr. BROOKS] will 
be recognized for 10 minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from California [Mr. CONDIT]. 

Mr. CONDIT. Madam Chairman, I 
yield such time as he may consume to 
the gentleman from New York [Mr. SO
LARZ]. 

Mr. SOLARZ. Madam Chairman, I 
thank the gentleman for yielding. I 
rise in very strong support of this leg
islation. 

Mr. CONDIT. Madam Chairman, I 
yield myself such time as I may 
consume. 

Madam Chairman, first, let me say 
that I am in support of the bill. 

My amendment to the bill, I believe, 
with all due respect to the committee, 
makes it a better bill. My amendment 
is real straightforward. It simply says 
that if you mandate this on the States 
and the counties that the Federal Gov-
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ernment should come up with the fund
ing source for local governments. 

Given the circumstances that many 
States in this country, many counties, 
many cities face, I believe that it is in
cumbent upon the Federal Govern
ment, if we are going to mandate pro
grams on them, that we come up with 
a reasonable funding source for them. 

So I believe that this is about fair
ness, fairness to local governments, 
that we tell them that we are going to 
come up with a funding mechanism for 
them to implement this particular pro
gram. 

Madam Chairman, I simply want to 
give you a couple of examples in a cou
ple of counties that I represent. It has 
been told to me that it would double 
the cost in one county, Stanislaus 
County, that I represent, from $100,000 
to $200,000, which may not sound like a 
lot of money to some of us, but for this 
county, which is already strapped, it is 
a lot of money. As to Merced County, 
they say it will cost them from $10,000 
to $40,000 for each language that they 
are required to print. This may not 
sound like a lot of money to us, but to 
them it is a lot of money. They are al
ready strapped. This morning I talked 
to representatives of Los Angeles 
County who say that it will cost them 
up to Sl million per language for them 
to implement this program. 
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It is a good program, but we need to 

find a way to reimburse local govern
ments for this mandate. That is simply 
what I am trying to do, trying to come 
up with a way to fund the program. 

Madam Chairman, I submit a press 
release for the RECORD: 

CONDIT INTRODUCES AMENDMENT TO FUND 
FEDERAL ELECTIONS MANDATE 

Congressman Gary A. Condit (D-Ceres) 
today offered an amendment to H.R. 4312, the 
Voting Rights Language Assistance Act of 
1992, which would require that the Federal 
government pay for the law's implementa
tion. 

H.R. 4312 would require State and local ju
risdictions which have more than 5% or more 
than 10,000 of voting age citizens who are 
members of a single language minority and 
are limited-English proficient to print vot
ing materials in the native language of that 
minority group. The Congressional Budget 
Office has estimated that this bill would cost 
States and localities between 5 million and 
10 million dollars to implement. 

"With State and local governments all 
across the country encountering difficulties 
in balancing budgets this year, the last thing 
they need is for the Federal government to 
mandate a new program for them to imple
ment without providing funding to pay for 
it. While H.R. 4312 has admirable goals, the 
Federal government should pay for it," 
Condit stated. 

Local election officials in Stanislaus Coun
ty, CA estimate that the costs to run elec
tions could double under the provisions of 
H.R. 4312; Merced County, CA election offi
cials estimate that printing costs alone 
would increase the costs of elections from 
10,000 dollars to 40,000 dollars for each addi
tional language in which ballot material 

would be written. Merced County could be 
required to print ballot material in as many 
as four different languages. 

"I intend to introduce amendments to leg
islation in the future to prevent the Federal 
government from mandating new programs 
on the states, cities and counties without 
paying for them. It is very easy for Washing
ton to come up with new programs for states 
and localities to implement and force the 
states and localities to pay for them. We 
have to stop passing the buck," Condit con
tinued. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman 
from Texas [Mr. Brooks] is recognized 
for 10 minutes in opposition to the 
amendment. 

Mr. BROOKS. Madam Chairman, I 
yield myself such time as I may 
consume. 

Madam Chairman, while this amend
ment has some initial appeal-seem
ingly requiring the Federal Govern
ment to pay for State and local compli
ance with the language assistance re
quirements-a close examination re
veals that the amendment's effect 
would be to undermine every aspect of 
section 203 of the Voting Rights Act. 
The amendment requires jurisdictions 
to provide language assistance only if 
the Federal Government pays 100 per
cent of the costs. But the amendment 
does not require the Federal Govern
ment to do so. Instead, it leaves the de
cision to grant, or not grant, funds to 
the sole discretion of the Attorney 
General. 

It makes no sense to limit funding of 
these provisions to the Federal Govern
ment; at a time of constrained fiscal 
resources, I cannot understand why 
such a limitation is necessary. Finally, 
the granting of funds should not be a 
discretionary act by the executive 
branch. If Congress intends these pro
tective services to be offered, then they 
should be available whenever the test 
is met. 

Mr. CONDIT. Madam Chairman, I 
yield 2 minutes to the gentleman from 
California [Mr. ROHRABACHER]. 

Mr. ROHRABACHER. Madam Chair
man, what this bill is trying to do is 
mandate the actions of State, local, 
and county governments. What this 
amendment is trying to do is bring 
some sense of responsibility to this 
body and saying that we just cannot 
tell the State, county, and local gov
ernments around the United States of 
America that they have got to spend 
millions and millions of their dollars 
and that we are going to be free of any 
responsibility for those actions. 

This is the type of economic non
sense by this body mandating spending 
of other governmental bodies that is 
driving this country into bankruptcy. · 

This amendment should be applied 
not only to this act, but every act that 
takes place in this Government where 
we are mandating the actions of other 
governmental bodies in the United 
States. 

What this bill will do to Orange 
County and Los Angeles County, the 

two counties I represent, if passed 
without this amendment, is to impose 
tens of millions of dollars of costs on 
governmental bodies that are already 
strained to the breaking point. 

Now, we are prioritizing their spend
ing. They have health care needs. They 
have educational needs, and we are just 
saying, "Hey, what we want counts. 
What you want in terms of the priority 
in spending does not count." 

This amendment that is being offered 
by my colleague, the gentleman from 
California, is a step toward fiscal san
ity and restoring fiscal integrity not 
only here in Washington, DC, but to 
our Federal, to our State, to our coun
ty and our local governments. 

It is a responsible amendment and I 
support it fully, and I would hope that 
all of you do, too. 

Mr. BROOKS. Madam Chairman, I 
yield 1 minute to the distinguished 
gentleman from Arizona [Mr. PASTOR]. 

Mr. PASTOR. Madam Chairman, I 
know that my good friend, the gen
tleman from California, is well-inten
tioned. I know that he believes in ex
tending civil rights to his constituents 
as well as to my constituents; but this 
argument that the Federal Govern
ment has a responsibility because it is 
trying to meet the objective that it 
have a well-informed electorate, this 
amendment will kill the extension of 
the Civil Rights Voting Act, this par
ticular amendment for assistance in 
voting in the language that they need. 

So Madam Chairman, I would ask my 
colleagues to please vote against this 
amendment. It is well-intentioned, but 
it will do nothing but kill this bill. 

Mr. BROOKS. Madam Chairman, I 
yield 2 minutes to the gentleman from 
California [Mr. EDWARDS]. 

Mr. EDWARDS of California. Madam 
Chairman, I will not take that much 
time, but I thank the gentleman for 
yielding me time. 

The gentleman from California, the 
author of this bill, and the gentleman 
from California [Mr. ROHRABACHER] 
very conveniently forget that the city 
and county of Los Angeles are very 
much for this provision and have writ
ten a letter supporting it. I am sure 
they have a copy of the letter. 

Also, the city and county of Los An
geles have worked out, in accordance 
with this bill and in accordance with 
the Voting Rights Act, favorable proce
dures. The expense is very, very low, 
compared to the great benefits that 
they receive from it. 

The city of New York has also writ
ten us a letter asking that this bill be 
passed as it has been presented, with
out this amendment, which as my 
friend, the gentleman from Arizona 
[Mr. PASTOR] said would gut the bill. If 
they have to count on funding from 
outside, that means that local govern
ments will not provide the assistance. 

Mr. CONDIT. Madam Chairman, in 
closing, I would just say that this is an 
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effort to let local governments know 
that we are not going to continually 
mandate things here without coming 
up with some funding mechanism. 

Let me say how serious this is to the 
State of California. In the news this 
morning, the Bank of America has in
dicated they will not honor the IOU's 
from the State of California. The State 
of California has no money. They have 
no way to fund these kinds of pro
grams. 

We have got to stop in this place 
mandating things to local governments 
without some way to fund them, with
out some way of giving them the 
money to implement those programs. 

We cannot continue to pass bill after 
bill mandating programs to local gov
ernments who are already strapped, 
without considering a way to give 
them the money. That is all I am try
ing to do in this amendment. I think it 
is fair, and I ask my colleagues to sup
port it. 

Mr. WASHINGTON. Madam Chair
man, will the gentleman yield for a 
question? 

Mr. CONDIT. Certainly, I yield to the 
gentleman from Texas. 

Mr. WASHINGTON. Madam Chair
man, I know the gentleman is well-in
tended. 

I wanted to draw attention and try to 
focus on what I think is the major 
problem many of us have with the 
amendment. 

While it is true that the Federal Gov
ernment needs to come to grip with 
mandates they place on people, I hope 
the gentleman draws a distinction be
tween a discretionary act, a thing that 
we may in our good graces decide 
ought to happen at the local level, and 
a constitutional act. 

We are talking about the very fun
damental raison d'etre, if you will, of 
this country, that is the right to vote. 
If we do not do everything to protect 
that right, what the gentleman is say
ing is that freedom has a price. 

Is there not a distinction between the 
55-mile-an-hour mandate that we may 
put on a State, and mandating that 
they remove all the vestiges of dis
crimination so that people can fully 
participate and vote? Does the gen
tleman not see a difference between 
those? 

Mr. CONDIT. I agree with the gen
tleman that this is a right that we 
ought to ensure for everyone, but that 
does not mean that we cannot fund 
these programs at the local level. 

It is a burden on them. 
Mr. WASHINGTON. I agree. 
Mr. CONDIT. If we see that it is nec

essary for us to mandate this, we ought 
to come up with a good way to let 
them know the money is coming. 

Mr. WASHINGTON. Madam Chair
man, just one other question, if the 
gentleman will yield further. 

If the gentleman's amendment were 
adopted and we would not come up 

with the money, what would be the re
sult? 

Mr. CONDIT. We would have to come 
up with the money. 

Mr. WASHINGTON. If we did not 
come up with the money, what would 
be the result? The result would be the 
people would not be allowed to vote. 

Mr. CONDIT. That is not correct. We 
would come up with the money. 

Mr. BERMAN. Madam Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. CONDIT. I yield to my colleague, 
the gentleman from California. 

Mr. BERMAN. Madam Chairman, I 
respectfully suggest that the gen
tleman from Washington is correct. 
There would have been a way of writ
ing this amendment which would have 
appropriated the funds as we had au
thorized them. 

The problem is, the gentleman's 
amendment is generally a good amend
ment, but we are dealing here with a 
constitutional principle under the 14th 
and 15th amendments. If appropria
tions are not funded, the obligation 
will now disappear from the local gov
ernments to deal with language mi
norities. If we had written this in a 
fashion that automatically appro
priated the funding through the au
thorization, as has been done in the 
past, then the mandate would work. 

So I would suggest that in the future 
on this kind of an issue we try that ap
proach, because I think the gentleman 
is right. When we decide to allow refu
gees into this country, we should fund 
them. When we make other kinds of ob
ligations in a discretionary fashion, we 
should fund them; but this is a con
stitutional obligation. We should not 
let appropriations decide whether or 
not the rights that are amplified and 
specified in this bill, coming from the 
14th and 15th amendments, whether 
those rights will actually obtain or 
not. 

Mr. BROOKS. Madam Chairman, I 
yield 1 minute to the gentleman from 
New York [Mr. FLAKE] 

Mr. FLAKE. Madam Chairman, we 
come today to a moment where some of 
us from other cultural backgrounds, 
coming out of the era of poll taxes, re
alize that historically there have been 
various means that have been used to 
deny people the right to vote. 

This morning we are not talking 
about refugees. We are talking about 
people who pay income taxes, people 
who pay property taxes, and we realize 
that this might be a burden on certain 
municipalities. But who makes up the 
municipality? 
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It is made up by a group of multieth

nic, multicultural people, those people 
who do not speak the language, who 
still pay taxes, who still pay taxes for 
schools, residential taxes, they pay in
come taxes, and therefore they should 
have the right to vote. 

I would urge us then to consider this 
on the basis of the reality that we are 
talking about the civil rights of human 
beings who are part of the fabric of this 
society, and not mistreat them nor dis
criminate against then, but allow them 
the privilege to accept their God-given 
right, guaranteed to them by the Con
stitution of this Nation, and that is the 
right to vote. 

Madam Chairman, that is all we are 
asking this morning. I stand opposed to 
the Condit amendment and in favor of 
this bill and urge my colleagues to sup
port it. 

Mr. CONDIT. Madam Chairman, I 
yield 2 minutes to the gentleman from 
Virginia [Mr. MORAN.] 

Mr. MORAN. Madam Chairman and 
colleagues, what this bill does is needs 
to be done, and I am very supportive of 
it. But it is wrong for us to be telling 
State and local government to pay for 
things that we are not willing to pay 
for. If this is the right thing to do, then 
we ought to pay for it. 

Madam Chairman, in Alexandria we 
thought about doing this, but we can
not manufacture money. If we spend 
money, it has to come from a finite 
source. We decided that it was more 
important to hire bilingual police offi
cers than to put our money into some
thing that we did not think was as high 
a priority. 

Now, if this is a high priority in our 
local jurisdictions, the local jurisdic
tions would have found a way to do it. 
If we think that they are not going to 
do it, that it needs to be done, we come 
up with the money to pay for it. 

We have got to stop unfunded Federal 
mandates. It is not right, it is not fair. 

Madam Chairman, I am not trying to 
appeal to anybody here; all I am trying 
to do is to let you know what it is like 
to be the mayor of a city that is having 
to cut virtually every single program 
that we have had in operation. 
If we pay for something, it comes 

from something else. If we put more 
money into this, even if it is only a 7 
percent increase, it is going to come 
out of somebody else's salary. It means 
we are not going to be able to provide 
an incentive to hire bilingual police of
ficers, or we are going to have to fire 
that community outreach person who 
goes into the neighborhoods and tries 
to interpret the human service publica
tions that we have. 

If we believe in something, we ought 
to have the courage to find the money 
to pay for it. 

Mr. BROOKS. Madam Chairman, I 
yield 1 minute to the distinguished 
gentlewoman from Hawaii [Mrs. MINK]. 
And then I will ask the gentleman from 
New York [Mr. FISH], to close. 

Mrs. MINK. I thank the chairman of 
the Committee on the Judiciary. 

Madam Chairman, we spend a great 
deal of time trying to instill in our 
children that being an American citi
zen carries with it certain innate re
sponsibilities, one of which is to vote. 
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Voting is an essential performance 

that we expect of all our citizens. Yet 
there are thousands in our country who 
are not able to. 

How can we put money as a barrier in 
the fundamental exercise of this re
sponsibility? And yet that is what this 
amendment would do. It would say, if 
the Federal Government did not pro
vide the money, the basic constitu
tional responsibility of the local enti
ties can be avoided. Then this legisla
tion would mean nothing. 

Madam Chairman, it seems to me 
what we have to do is to pass this bill 
and then, if there are those in the com
munities who feel that the exercise of 
this fundamental right and the assist
ance which we are trying to provide is 
too costly for the local governments to 
pay for themselves, then go through 
the appropriations process and get this 
Congress to pay for it. 

But vote down this amendment; it 
would destroy the ability of this Con
gress to provide basic assistance to 
voters all across the country who need 
this kind of help. 

Mr. BROOKS. Madam Chairman, I 
yield 2 minutes to the distinguished 
gentleman from New York [Mr. FISH]. 

Mr. FISH. I thank the gentleman for 
yielding. 

Madam Chairman, I had not intended 
to speak on this amendment, but I do 
so because I think it is terribly impor
tant we understand what we are about 
to vote on. 

The language of the amendment says 
that the prohibitions in the subsection 
would not apply to any State or politi
cal subdivision that does not receive a 
Federal grant to cover all expenses. 

Now, I come from New York State, 
where we are particularly sensitive to 
unfunded mandates. If this amendment 
had been expressed as an appropriation, 
as my friend, the gentleman from Cali
fornia indicated was the case in the Im
migration Act a few years ago where 
we did provide in the authorizing legis
lation billions of dollars to assist the 
States in the implementation of that 
legislation, I would support it. 

If this were phrased as a sense of the 
Congress that we should appropriate 
where it is necessary to avoid a heavy 
burden on the States, I would support 
either of those efforts. But what we are 
faced with today is the possibility of 
allowing the States the option of not 
assuring voting rights if Federal 
money is not forthcoming. It would 
simply be defeating the very purpose 
not only of this legislation but a very 
basic constitutional right. 

I understand the frustration of my 
colleagues over mandates, but I ask 
that, when we are considering voting 
by our fellow citizens, that we do not 
place our frustrations on the scales op
posi te justice and the Constitution. 

Mr. BROOKS. Madam Chairman, I 
yield 30 seconds to the distinguished 
gentleman from Georgia [Mr. LEWIS]. 

Mr. LEWIS of Georgia. I thank the 
gentleman for yielding. 

Madam Speaker, this is 1992. I cannot 
believe some of the things that I am 
hearing. The right to vote is a precious 
right, and we should not place a price 
tag on the right to vote. 

This amendment should be defeated. 
It is not good, it is a killer amendment. 

Madam Chairman, let us pass the 
bill. 

The CHAffiMAN. The gentleman 
from California [Mr. CONDIT] has 30 sec
onds remaining. 

Mr. CONDIT. Madam Chairman, I 
yield 30 seconds to my colleague, the 
gentleman from California [Mr. HUN
TER]. 

Mr. HUNTER. I thank the gentleman 
for yielding. 

Madam Chairman, the Condit amend
ment is right on. It answers the com
plaints that we have time and again 
from local governments, "You give us 
Federal mandates and no money to 
carry them out.'' 

It will imbue this Congress with a 
new sense of thrift. It stands for ac
countability and we need to apply it 
across the board to programs that we 
mandate down to the local levels. 

Mr. RICHARDSON. Madam Chairman, this 
amendment would condition the protection of 
the constitutional right to vote for language mi
nority citizens on the provision of Federal 
funds. During periods of severe fiscal con
straints, the practical effect of this amendment 
would be to deny language minority citizens 
the assistance they need to cast an informed 
and effective vote. 

Providing assistance to language minorities 
in order to enable their constitutional right to 
vote should not be debated on the issue of 
cost. 

Subjecting the voting rights of language mi
nority citizens alone to cost considerations 
perpetuates the discriminatory treatment lan
guage minority citizens have historically suf
fered. 

In implementing and assuring the guaran
tees of the Constitution, Federal laws have 
long imposed burdens upon States and local
ities without financial assistance. 

Providing Federal funds to those jurisdic
tions with language minority communities 
which have historically suffered from discrimi
natory voting practices effectively rewards 
those communities that have practiced dis
crimination and/or failed to adequately educate 
language minorities. 

However, one should note that the cost of 
providing bilingual voting assistance is minimal 
in relation to total election costs. 

In 1982, the House Judiciary Committee 
concluded that where implemented in an ef
fective manner, the cost of bilingual voting as
sistance accounts for only a small fraction of 
total election expenses. 

A 1986 GAO report similarly noted that the 
total additional cost for written language as
sistance averaged only 7.6 percent of total 
election costs. Furthermore, the report noted 
that these costs declined over time. 

For oral assistance, provided for native 
Americans, the costs were even less. 

Needless to say, such minimal costs should 
be of little concern when viewed in the context 
of protecting the fundamental right to vote. 

Mr. BROOKS. Madam Chairman, I 
yield back the balance of my time and 
ask for a vote on the amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the amendment offered by the gen
tleman from California [Mr. CONDIT]. 

The question was taken; and the 
Chairman announced that the noes ap
peared to have it. 

RECORDED VOTE 

Mr. CONDIT. Madam Chairman, I de
mand a recorded vote. 

A recorded vote was ordered. 
The vote was taken by electronic de

vice, and there were-ayes 184, noes 186, 
not voting 64, as follows: 

Allen 
Applegate 
Archer 
Armey 
Baker 
Ballenger 
Barrett 
Bateman 
Bentley 
Bevill 
Billrakis 
Bliley 
Boehner 
Brewster 
Browder 
Burton 
Byron 
Camp 
Campbell (CA) 
Chapman 
Clement 
Clinger 
Coble 
Condit 
Costello 
Cox (CA) 
Cox (IL) 
Cramer 
Crane 
Dannemeyer 
Darden 
Davis 
De Lay 
Dickinson 
Donnelly 
Doolittle 
Dornan (CA) 
Dreier 
Duncan 
Durbin 
Eckart 
Emerson 
English 
Erdreich 
Fawell 
Fields 
Franks(CT> 
Gallegly 
Gallo 
Gekas 
Geren 
Gilchrest 
Gillmor 
Gingrich 
Goodling 
Goss 
Gradison 
Gunderson 
Hall(TX) 
Hancock 
Hanis 
Hastert 

Abercrombie 
Ackerman 
Alexander 

[Roll No. 315) 

AYES-184 
Hayes(LA) 
Hefner 
Henry 
Herger 
Hobson 
Hochbrueckner 
Hopkins 
Hubbard 
Hunter 
Hutto 
Inhofe 
James 
Jenkins 
Johnson <CT> 
Johnson (SD) 
Johnson (TX) 
Kanjorski 
Kasi ch 
Klug 
Kolbe 
Kyl 
Lagomarsino 
Lancaster 
Lehman (CA) 
Lent 
Lewis (CA) 
Lewls(FL) 
Lightfoot 
Lipinski 
Lowery <CA) 
Luken 
Marlenee 
Mavroules 
McCandless 
McColl um 
McCrery 
Mccurdy 
McDade 
McEwen 
McGrath 
McMillan <NC) 
McMillen (MD) 
Meyers 
Michel 
Miller (OH) 
Miller (WA) 
Montgomery 
Moorhead 
Moran 
Murphy 
Myers 
Neal (MA) 
Nichols 
Nussle 
Orton 
Oxley 
Packard 
Parker 
Patterson 
Paxon 
Payne (VA) 
Penny 

NOES-186 
Anderson 
Andrews <ME) 
Andrews (NJ) 

Peterson (MN) 
Petri 
Pickett 
Porter 
Poshard 
Price 
Pursell 
Ramstad 
Ravenel 
Regula 
Rhodes 
Ridge 
Rinaldo 
Ritter 
Roberts 
Roemer 
Rogers 
Rohrabacher 
Rostenkowski 
Roth 
Roukema 
Rowland 
Sangmeister 
Santorum 
Saxton 
Schaefer 
Schulze 
Sensenbrenner 
Shaw 
Shays 
Shuster 
Sisisky 
Skeen 
Smith (NJ) 
Smith <OR) 
Sn owe 
Solomon 
Spence 
Stearns 
Stenholm 
Stump 
Swett 
Tanner 
Tauzin 
Taylor <MS) 
Taylor (NC) 
Thomas (CA) 
Upton 
Valentine 
Vander Jagt 
Vucanovlch 
Walker 
Walsh 
Weldon 
Wolf 
Wylie 
Young <AK> 
Young (FL) 
Zeliff 
Zimmer 

Annunzio 
Asp in 
AuCoin 
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Beilenson Hoagland Panetta 
Bennett Horn Pastor 
Bereuter Horton Payne (NJ) 
Berma.n Houghton Pease 
Bil bray Hoyer Pelosi 
Blackwell Hughes Perkins 
Boehlert Jacobs Pickle 
Boni or Jefferson Quillen 
Borski Johnston Ra.hall 
Brooks Jones (GA) Rangel 
Bruce Jones (NC) Reed 
Bustamante Jontz Richardson 
Cardin Kaptur Roe 
Carper Kennedy Ros-Lehtinen 
Carr Kennelly Rose 
Clay Kil dee Roybal 
Coleman (TX) Kleczka Sabo 
Collins (IL) Kopetski Sanders 
Collins (MI) Kostmayer Sarpalius 
Combest LaFalce Sawyer 
Cooper Lantos Scheuer 
Coyne LaRocco Schiff 
Cunningham Leach Schroeder 
de la Garza Lehman (FL) Schumer 
De Lauro Levin (MI) Serrano 
Dell urns Lewis (GA) Sikorski 
Derrick Long Skaggs 
Dingell Lowey (NY) Skelton 
Dixon Machtley Slattery 
Dooley Manton Slaughter 
Dorgan (ND) Markey Smith(FL) 
Downey Mazzoli Smith(IA) 
Edwards (CA) McCloskey Solarz 
Edwards (TX) McDermott Spratt 
Engel McHugh Stallings 
Espy McNulty Stark 
Evans Mfume Stokes 
Ewing Miller(CA) Studds 
Fascell Mineta Swift 
Fazio Mink Synar 
Fish Moakley Thornton 
Flake Molinari Torres 
Foglietta Mollohan Torricelli 
Ford (MI) Moody Towns 
Frank (MA) Morella Unsoeld 
Gejdenson Mrazek Vento 
Gephardt Murtha Visclosky 
Gibbons Nagle Volkmer 
Gilman Natcher Washington 
Glickman Neal (NC) Waters 
Gonzalez Nowak Waxman 
Gordon Oakar Weber 
Grandy Oberstar Weiss 
Green Olin Wheat 
Guarini Olver Willia.ms 
Hall (OH) Ortiz Wise 
Hamilton Owens (NY) Wolpe 
Ha.yes (IL) Owens (UT) Wyden 
Hertel Pallone Yates 

NOT VOTING-&1 

Allard Dymally Matsui 
Andrews (TX) Early Morrison 
Anthony Edwards (OK) Obey 
Atkins Feighan Peterson (FL) 
Bacchus Ford (TN) Ray 
Barnard Frost Riggs 
Barton Gaydos Russo 
Boucher Hammerschmidt Savage 
Boxer Hansen Sharp 
Broomfield Hatcher Smith(TX) 
Brown Hefley Staggers 
Bryant Holloway Sundquist 
Bunning Huckaby Tallon 
Callahan Hyde Thoma.s(GA) 
Campbell (CO) Ireland Thomas(WY) 
Chandler Kolter Traficant 
Coleman (MO) Laughlin Traxler 
Conyers Levine (CA) Whitten 
Coughlin Livingston Wilson 
DeFa.zio Lloyd Yatron 
Dicks Martin 
Dwyer Martinez 
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The Clerk announced the following 

pairs: 
On this vote: 
Mr. Martinez for, with Mrs. Boxer against. 
Mr. Riggs for, with Mr. Andrews of Texas 

against. 
Mr. GORDON and Mr. RAHALL 

changed their vote from "aye" to "no." 

Messrs. HANCOCK, APPLEGATE, 
HASTERT, CLINGER, and SHAYS 
changed their vote from "no" to "aye." 

So the amendment was rejected. 
The result of the vote was announced 

as above recorded. 
AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. VANDER JAGT 

Mr. VANDER JAGT. Madam Chair
man, I offer an amendment that has 
been printed in the RECORD pursuant to 
the rule. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment offered by Mr. V ANDER JAGT: 

Page 5, line 24, insert "(but not less than 100 
citizens of voting age)" after "voting age". 
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The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman 

from Michigan [Mr. VANDER JAGT] will 
be recognized for 10 minutes, and the 
gentleman from Texas [Mr. BROOKS] 
will be recognized for 10 minutes. 

Mr. VANDER JAGT. Madam Chair
man, I yield myself such time as I may 
consume. 

Madam Chairman, this amendment 
would exempt voting units from the re
quirement of providing bilingual bal
lots where the number of voters af
fected is fewer than 100. 

The amendment arises out of a situa
tion in Clyde Township in Allegan 
County in my district where there are 
83 Hispanics of voting age. 

They are not migrant workers. They 
are assimilated into the community. 
Their kids go to school, play on the 
sports teams, sing in the choir, attend 
the churches. 

And over the past elections, Spanish 
ballots have been provided. And not 
once, not once has anybody ever re
quested a bilingual ballot. 

Under Michigan law, it is the town
ship that has the responsibility of con
ducting the election. It costs this little 
township $1,000 to print the ballots in 
the primary, $1,000 to print the ballots 
in the general. The total budget of the 
whole township for everything is 
$250,000. 

So though $1,000 sounds tiny to us, it 
is an enormous financial burden to 
them. When the township clerk first 
discovered she had to do this a number 
of elections ago, the county clerk took 
mercy on this poor little township 
clerk and did the ballots for her with 
paste and Scotch tape, perforated the 
ballot on her sewing machine at night. 
They now go to a professional printer, 
and that is the $1,000 subsequent cost 
and no one has ever requested a Span
ish ballot. 

They feel that to the extent that 
they can facilitate voting, it would be 
far more effective to provide Spanish
speaking interpreters and interpreters 
who teach Spanish at a nearby college 
have volunteered to do this. 

So it seemed to me, Madam Chair
man, that this House should make it 
clear that we do not just want to im
pose burdens, even where they are un
necessary and where there is a more 

low cost efficient helpful way, helpful 
not just to the township but also help
ful to the recipients. 

I again repeat that in no election has 
anyone ever requested one of these bal
lots, and they feel very strongly, in 
this harmonious community, that it 
would be far more helpful to provide an 
interpreter rather than to go through 
the cost of printing the ballots that no 
one uses. 

I would like to ask either the chair
man of the community or of the sub
committee, what is the intent behind 
this law? 

Mr. EDWARDS of California. Madam 
Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. VANDER JAGT. I yield to the 
gentleman from California. 

Mr. EDWARDS of California. Madam 
Chairman, I compliment the gentleman 
from Michigan on his attention to this 
matter because it is of grave impor
tance to him. And we have had consid
erable discussions on the subcommittee 
as well as lawyers on both sides. 

The gentleman understands now, and 
his staff understands now, that the law 
itself and the regulations are not in
sensitive to this problem. And the law 
and the regulations will not require 
ballots necessarily at all in the little 
township that the gentleman describes. 

Alternative methods that still offer 
and satisfy the requirements of the 
law, that a person not be discriminated 
against and is able to vote with the 
language requirements somehow met 
with an interpreter or some other way, 
are perfectly in accordance with the 
law. I trust that this explanation satis
fies the gentleman that there are alter
native methods whereby this township 
can handle this situation. 

Section 203 and H.R. 4312 do not de
mand the unreasonable from jurisdic
tions. Rather, the act and the regula
tions take into consideration the con
cerns of local jurisdictions and are 
flexible enough to address them. For 
example, the regulations state that it 
is the responsibility of the jurisdiction 
to determine what actions by it are re
quired for compliance with the require
ments of section 203. According to the 
regulations, jurisdictions with small 
language minority communities may 
not need to implement language assist
ance measures identical to those pro
vided in larger jurisdictions. In plan
ning compliance with section 203, a ju
risdiction may, where alternative 
methods of compliance are available, 
use less costly methods if they are 
equivalent in their effectiveness to 
more costly methods. 

Mr. VANDER JAGT. Madam Chair
man, I thank the gentleman for his ex
planation. It does totally satisfy this 
gentleman. 

Mr. BROOKS. Madam Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. VANDER JAGT. I yield to the 
gentleman from Texas. 
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Mr. BROOKS. Madam Chairman, we 

will consider the substance of the 
amendment in the future. 

Mr. V ANDER JAGT. Madam Chair
man, I ask unanimous consent to with
draw my amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN. Without objection, 
the amendment is withdrawn. 

There was no objection. 
AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. MCCOLLUM 

Mr. MCCOLLUM. Madam Chairman, I 
offer an amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment offered by Mr. MCCOLLUM: At 

the end of the bill, add the following: 
SEC. • CITIZENSWP REQUIREMENT FOR ASSIST· 

ANCE. 
Section 203(c) of the Voting Rights Act (42 

U.S.C. 1973aa-la(c)) is amended by inserting 
"to citizens on request" after "them". 

Mr. MCCOLLUM (during the reading). 
Madam Chairman, I ask unanimous 
consent that the amendment be consid
ered as read and printed in the RECORD. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Florida? 

There was no objection. 
The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman 

from Florida [Mr. MCCOLLUM] will be 
recognized for 10 minutes, and the gen
tleman from Texas [Mr. BROOKS] will 
be recognized for 10 minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Florida [Mr. MCCOLLUM]. 

Mr. MCCOLLUM. Madam Chairman, I 
yield myself such time as I may 
consume. 

This is a very simple amendment. It 
simply adds the word "to citizens on 
request" to the existing statutory lan
guage to make it absolutely clear to 
everybody that the only people who are 
going to get this bilingual voting mate
rial are those who are citizens of the 
United States, and they are normally 
the only ones eligible to vote. And they 
are only going to get it if they request 
it. That is actually the procedure that 
is currently used. That is the way the 
current Voting Rights Act guidelines 
issued by the Department of Justice 
operate. That is the way I understand 
most of the supervisors of elections 
around the country operate. They only 
give this material out when there is a 
request. 

We ought to put that in statute. It 
seems to me that that is very impor
tant now, especially in light of the fact 
that at least we have one jurisdiction 
already in this country, one municipal
ity that is allowing noncitizens to 
vote. It is my understanding that the 
city of Washington, DC is considering 
allowing noncitizens to vote. 

I, frankly, do not think we should en
courage noncitizen voting. We should 
discourage it. That is one of the hall
marks of this Nation. 

In fact, that is why a lot of people be
come a citizen, to have the right to 
vote. It is a very, very precious thing. 

It occurs to me that by adopting this 
amendment in the Voting Rights Act 

extension regarding these bilingual 
ballots, we will make that very clear. 
We will make a statement by adopting 
this amendment that we only want 
citizens to be the ones voting in this 
country. And this material only should 
go to citizens. And clearly, that it 
should only be by request. 

There is an interesting study that 
was found by the U.S. attorney in 1980 
who investigated voter registration 
drives that were allegedly registering 
noncitizens out in San Francisco. He 
found that at least 27 percent and pos
sibly as many as two-thirds of the reg
istrants investigated were noncitizens. 
Investigation revealed that registra
tion of nonci tizens stemmed from a 
translation error in the multilingual 
registration materials. It did not make 
it clear to them that only citizens 
could register to vote, that noncitizens 
could not. 

It would make sense, then, it seems 
to me to make clear to the registrars, 
to everyone else that this multilingual 
material is only to be for citizens be
cause only citizens normally have the 
right to vote. And again, we do not en
courage otherwise; in fact, discourage 
it, and that again only by request. 

It would also save the waste of a lot 
of cost in some instances, if this is 
clarified by statute. 

I would like to also address one ob
jection that has been made to this al
ready with me. Somebody has said that 
the amendment will create a separate 
hurdle that will discourage the use of 
multilingual voting material, because 
voters will have to prove they are citi
zens when they go to vote. That is not 
true. People who want to register to 
vote already have to prove they are 
citizens. You would not have to go 
through another hurdle to prove you 
were a citizen when you went to vote. 

0 1230 
A person would already have had to 

prove that in order to be registered to 
vote, and would not be voting if they 
were not registered. So I do not think 
there is any new hurdle created by this 
amendment. It is simply a clarifica
tion, that for the multilingual mate
rials, a person has to be a citizen to get 
them, and that would be . virtually ev
erybody, anyway, who is supposed to be 
able to vote, with the exception of a 
couple of cities in the country where 
that is not true. 

Second, it would have to be by re
quest, and that is the standard operat
ing procedure currently. We would not 
get into one of these situations where 
somebody could change that down the 
road. 

Mr. FISH. Madam Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. MCCOLLUM. I yield to the gen
tleman from New York. 

Mr. FISH. Madam Chairman, I never 
thought anybody but an American citi
zen did vote or was entitled to vote. 

I do not understand the "on request." 
I would ask the gentleman from Flor
ida [Mr. MCCOLLUM] if he could clarify 
what those two words mean. 

Mr. MCCOLLUM. "On request" 
means a person would not get the bilin
gual material unless the would-be 
voter, who is already there, registered 
to vote, asks for the material that is 
there and available. They would not 
get it automatically given. 

In other words, a supervisor of elec
tions would not be required or could 
not be required down the road some
where under this act to distribute this 
bilingual material to all his Spanish
speaking or all Asian, potential Asian
speaking Americans who are citizens 
who are registered to vote under some 
formula that is figured out. They 
would have to actually make the re
quest for the material. They would 
have to come forward and say, "I would 
like that material." It would be avail
able, but it would not be distributed or 
mailed out to everybody that is listed 
as Hispanic or Asian or native Amer
ican or whatever. 

By the way, that is the way it works 
today. The only way it works today, as 
I understand it, is by request, anyway. 
Those are the guidelines that the Jus
tice Department puts out under the 
law currently as far as how the process 
works. 

Mr. PASTOR. Madam Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. MCCOLLUM. I am glad to yield 
to the gentleman from Arizona. 

Mr. PASTOR. Madam Chairman, 
what happens in this situation, at least 
in Arizona, where the county recorders, 
in trying to ensure that the electorate 
is well-informed, they will mail out 
sample ballots which not only have the 
names of the candidates but also infor
mation on the different initiatives or 
referendums. People do not request it, 
it is mailed to them. 

At least in the State of Arizona, 
knowing that we have native Ameri
cans, Mexican-Americans, Hispanics 
who the recorders want to make sure 
are well-informed, that information is 
mailed to them. If they could only get 
it when they request it, many of the 
people would not be able to be well-in
formed voters. 

Mr. MCCOLLUM. If I can reclaim my 
time, if a person votes by absentee bal
lot, they have to request the absentee 
ballot. They could request the voting 
material in the bilingual language at 
the time, just as they would if they 
were going to the voting booth. 

Mr. PASTOR. If the gentleman will 
continue to yield, the question is not 
to their ballot or the question is not to 
the absentee, the question is to the ma
terial that is mailed to all the elector
ate. 

Mr. MCCOLLUM. If I can reclaim my 
time, the States can still do that. They 
can still publish it. There is no prohibi
tion on that whatsoever. 
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I think that the law that we are pass

ing today would require that material 
necessarily to be mailed out that way, 
anyway. I think what we are dealing 
with is the material that normally 
goes out officially, in anything that 
would go out officially and would be 
going out under request if it is an ab
sentee request. We do not send that out 
automatically now to somebody until 
they go to vote or until they request an 
absentee ballot, so my proposal would 
not change that at all. 

Madam Chairman, I reserve the bal
ance of my time. 

Mr. BROOKS. Madam Chairman, I 
yield myself 3 minutes. 

Madam Chairman, I rise in opposi
tion to this amendment. The current 
regulations provide more than ade
quate flexibility to State and local ju
risdiction to target language assist
ance. In some circumstances providing 
assistance on request may be sufficient 
to comply with the act, and in others it 
might not. The language minority citi
zens obviously will not request infor
mation if they do not know anything 
about it. It is pretty heard to ask for 
something a person doesn't know ex
ists. What are they going to ask for? 
Probably the gentleman's address in 
Florida. 

English language mailings sent to 
registered voters will obviously not as
sist language minority voters unless, 
at a minimum, the mail includes infor
mation in that minority language re
garding how to request help. It is dif
ficult enough to understand elections, 
ballots, and the language involving 
them and explaining them for us who 
are raised in this country and speak 
some kind of English all our lives. It is 
still difficult. 

Imagine how complex it must be to 
understand the nuances of election re
quirements and provisions and bond is
sues and authority for the various 
State agencies when it is written out 
this long, this thick, one big fat para
graph on the ballot in a foreign lan
guage. It is difficult. I think it is un
conscionable. 

The amendment cannot result in the 
administrative savings for jurisdic
tions who will need to have materials 
in minority language on hand, at any 
rate. This is a bad amendment. Let us 
kill it and quite worrying about it. 

Mr. PEASE. Madam Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. BROOKS. I yield to my friend, 
the gentleman from Ohio. 

Mr. PEASE. Madam Chairman, I 
think the chairman raises an excellent 
point. Perhaps the gentleman from 
Florida [Mr. MCCOLLUM] could en
lighten us. What happens if a Spanish
speaking person, for example, goes into 
a voting place, a person goes into the 
voting place which has ballots in the 
foreign language. Are the people behind 
the desk at the voting place allowed to 
say, " Would you like a ballot in this 

foreign language," or can they not do 
that, because under the terms of your 
amendment the person has to ask for 
it? 

Mr. MCCOLLUM. Madam Chairman, 
will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. BROOKS. I will yield to the gen
tleman from Florida. 

Mr. MCCOLLUM. Madam Chairman, 
the gentleman has asked a good ques
tion. The answer is, of course they can 
say, "Would you like the ballot?" I 
cannot imagine they would not do 
that. There is nothing in here to pro
hibit a State from going forward, in my 
opinion, from going forward and doing 
things exactly the way they are doing 
them now. 

The intention is simply to codify the 
presently existing practices and make 
it very clear that the Federal Govern
ment cannot go out and mandate the 
kind of detailed changes that otherwise 
would cause additional burdens on the 
States and local governments. We are 
simply codifying the present practices. 

Mr. PEASE. Madam Chairman, I 
thank the gentleman for his response. 

Mr. BROOKS. Madam Chairman, I 
yield 2 minutes to the distinguished 
gentleman from Texas [Mr. PICKLE]. 

Mr. PICKLE. Madam Chairman, I 
thank the gentleman for yielding time 
to me. 

Madam Chairman, I rise for purposes 
not directly connected with the pend
ing amendment, but as we discuss this 
voting rights bill, which I certainly en
dorse, I want to call the Members' at
tention to an insert put in the CON
GRESSIONAL RECORD on Tuesday of this 
week on page 18764 It is titled "The 
Civil Rights Fight Continues." Let me 
read two or three sentences, because it 
pertains to a speech by former Presi
dent Lyndon Johnson. 

Madam Chairman, the article reads: 
"The Great Society is back in the news,"' 

said the Washington Post recently. The occa
sion, of course, was the contention of some 
national officials that the social programs of 
the 1960s were in some way responsible for 
the Los Angeles riots. "As a reminder of 
what the Great Society was about and of how 
another President approached the issues that 
recurred * * * in Los Angeles," the Post 
printed excerpts from a speech President 
Johnson delivered at Howard University in 
June 1965. 

Madam Chairman, I commend this 
article to the Members' attention. This 
was the last speech that LBJ gave be
fore he was called away a month later. 
It is good reading. It is compassionate, 
it is soulful, it is prophetic and very 
moving. I hope the Members have occa
sion to read the article. 

Mr. MCCOLLUM. Madam Chairman, I 
yield 1 minute to the gentleman from 
California [Mr. THOMAS]. 

Mr. THOMAS of California. Madam 
Chairman, I thank the gentleman for 
yielding time to me. 

Madam Chairman, my understanding 
is this amendment does two things. 
One, it says that a person has to be a 

citizen before they can vote. Then if 
the material is bilingual, they can get 
it on request. It does not define, I un
derstand, the mechanism of request. 

The State could include a bilingual 
postcard in the mailing of information. 
The gentleman from Arizona [Mr. PAS
TOR] was concerned about how people 
were going to get it. If in fact there is 
material put out to every person in the 
State, there are any number of ways 
that the contact could be made 
through a bilingual document which 
would allow a person to get that inf or
mation. 

The difficulty comes in terms of 
enormous amounts of money that are 
expended in areas in which there is no 
need or use for the bilingual material 
but for which they are produced any
way. We lost a vote in terms of getting 
mandates funded by two votes just a 
minute ago. This is a way in which we 
could save an enormous amount of 
money while putting no burden on any
one who wants material in a language 
that they feel more comfortable in. 

I do hope that no one will vote 
against this because of the provision 
that says you have to be a citizen to 
vote. 

0 1240 

Mr. BROOKS. Madam Chairman, I 
yield 2 minutes to the distinguished 
gentlewoman from California [Ms. 
PELOSI]. 

Ms. PELOSI. Madam Chairman, I 
thank the gentleman for yielding me 
the time. 

Madam Chairman, because each and 
every one of us in this body has a re
sponsibility to the Constitution to re
move obstacles of participation to the 
voting process in this country, I rise in 
opposition to the McCollum amend
ment that would require limited-Eng
lish citizens to affirmatively request 
bilingual ballot materials. I do this for 
two reasons, Madam Chairman. 

First, as our distinguished chairman 
pointed out earlier, such a requirement 
would set up a separate but equal 
catch-22. How do you know to ask for 
these materials, how do you know of 
their existence, and how are you noti
fied of them, perhaps by an English 
mailing. 

Second, and even more important 
from my perspective, it has a chilling 
effect not altogether different from a 
poll tax or a literacy test. 

I would like to share with my col
leagues our experience in San Fran
cisco on this subject. In the late seven
ties San Francisco required voters to 
request language assistance in order to 
receive it. After complaints from vot
ers, the Justice Department sent out 
Federal workers to observe the process. 
These Federal observers found that be
cause of this procedure, limited-Eng
lish voters were confronted with hos
tile poll workers. They were not made 
aware of the existence of the language 
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assistance materials, and were intimi
dated and made to feel embarrassed 
about their language abilities. As a re
sult, many citizens opted not to vote 
rather than face these daunting obsta
cles. 

Our chairman referred to the 
targeting that we are required to do. 
Once the registrar determines what 
precincts have significant numbers of 
limited-English voters, then bilingual 
poll workers can be put in these places 
at no additional cost to facilitate the 
use of language assistance materials. 

There should not be an undue burden 
on limited English-speaking voters for 
appropriate materials. Rather the bur
den should be on the election officials 
to encourage and facilitate voting by 
all citizens. 

I strongly urge my colleagues to vote 
against the McCollum amendment. 

Mr. BROOKS. Madam Chairman, I 
yield 2 minutes to the gentleman from 
New York [Mr. WEISS]. 

Mr. WEISS. Madam Chairman, I want 
to thank the distinguished chairman of 
the committee for yielding time to me. 
And I want to speak very briefly now 
in two capacities, one as an American 
voter and two, I want to relate the im
migrant experience. 

I know that Members have probably 
all had the same experience I have had. 
You walk into a voting booth some
times and it just overwhelms you, 
knowing the language fully. Can you 
imagine what it is to someone who has 
limited knowledge of the language, and 
he finds out or she finds out for the 
first time when she walks into that 
booth or he walks into that booth, 
what you are really doing, and then the 
word gets out and it is very confusing 
and hard to tell, and people are dis
couraged from voting. We should not 
want to do that. So from that practical 
sense it really does not make any sense 
to do it only on request. By that time 
it is too late. 

As an immigrant myself, I know that 
most immigrants to the United States 
want to become fully Americanized as 
quickly as they can. But sometimes 
circumstances of community and local
ity and geography work against them. 
And why should we not encourage the 
people who want to participate, but 
who are not fully capable of doing it in 
English from doing so? 

I do not understand the hurdles that 
are attempted to be put into place. We 
all brag about how we are a fully 
participatory democracy and we want 
everybody to take part. Well darn it, if 
we want everybody to take part, let us 
make it easy for people to take part. 

Mr. MCCOLLUM. Madam Chairman, I 
yield myself such time as I have re
maining. 

Madam Chairman, I think that this 
amendment is probably being 
mischaracterized or misunderstood 
perhaps by some who are arguing 
against it. It is not in any way in-

tended to put another hurdle in the 
way of those who cannot speak English 
to vote. It is in no way intended to be 
discriminatory or to discourage. It is 
rather to simply clarify the existing 
practices as are understood today and 
make sure we do not see an abuse of 
those practices that costs the local 
governments a whole lot more money. 

We just had an amendment out here 
a few moments ago that lost by two 
votes that would have required us in 
the Federal Government to pay the ex
penses of these multilingual voting 
materials instead of the local commu
nities having to pay for them, thereby 
costing them more money for these un
funded types of propositions that we so 
often mandate. It lost by two votes, so 
local communities are going to have to 
pay for this material. 

And if they have to submit this ma
terial, or somebody up here in the Fed
eral Government comes down by regu
lation under this act and says, "Ah ha, 
you have to prepare all of this multi
lingual voting material and provide it 
out there, and mail it to everybody 
who registers to vote or who has reg
istered who is a Hispanic American, or 
an Asian-American, or a Native Amer
ican, or an Alaskan Aleut, or who
ever," then we are going to cause a tre
mendous cost to the local taxpayer and 
the local government. It is a ridiculous 
thing to do. 

Instead, my amendment simply says 
that the material is only going to have 
to be provided to citizens, and that is 
the only people I think it should be 
provided to, upon request, and if that 
request is made, of course, it will be 
provided. And the materials can be pro
vided by the supervisor, or certainly 
they can be by cards and materials 
that have clearly printed on them that 
they will be given multilingual ballots 
and so forth if they request them. In 
other words, there can be notice of this 
very easily, and that is what the as
sumption would be, that the regula
tions would say that you would have to 
give notice that the bilingual material 
was available. 

And do not forget, anybody who is a 
citizen anyway, under the statutes, has 
to be able to read and write and have a 
minimum proficiency, so surely they 
would have enough proficiency and un
derstanding to make the request. That 
is the way it is done today, and that is 
the common practice. 

I am not' suggesting that we change 
current law. I am not doing that in this 
amendment. I am simply codifying the 
fact that only citizens would get the 
material so that we do not encourage 
the proliferation of noncitizen voting 
districts like is happening here now, 
and that those who do and who are citi
zens are only going to get it by request 
so that we do not waste a lot of money 
or have some regulations promulgated 
down the road somewhere that will 
waste a lot of money of the local com-

muni ties. Since this burden is now on 
the local communities and they have 
to pay, we do not want that to happen. 
We want to keep it here in the simplest 
form possible, and we want to provide 
the access to this material to those 
who really need it. But we want to 
keep it in a narrow focus, and not 
waste a lot of money. 

So again, my amendment does two 
things. It provides the requirement 
that you have to be a citizen in order 
to get the material. Second, you are re
quired to request that material. And I 
urge an aye vote on this amendment, 
because if Members do not vote aye 
they are going to not be voting the way 
I think they would want to vote to en
courage citizens only voting and re
quest only that saves the local govern
ments some money. 

Mr. BROOKS. Madam Chairman, I 
yield 2 minutes to the distinguished 
gentleman from California [Mr. MI
NETA], a former mayor and distin
guished administrator. 

Mr. MINETA. Madam Chairman, I ap
preciate the gentleman yielding me the 
time. 

I rise today in strong opposition to 
the amendment. 

The amendment before us would re
quire that counties provide bilingual 
assistance or bilingual ballots only 
when citizens request it. On the sur
face, that seems reasonable. 

But in fact, this amendment would 
make implementation of the bill more 
complex. 

And more importantly, it would 
write a mandate into Federal law that 
some voters be singled out for offi9ial 
harassment and intimidation. 

When I first saw the gentleman's 
amendment, I focused on the cost is
sues involved. Under the bill as re
ported, counties covered by the bill are 
allowed to selectively target their as
sistance to those precincts where it is 
needed the most. 

But by basing the requirement on 
voter requests, a county would have to 
be prepared to offer bilingual assist
ance whenever it is requested: in any 
covered language at any polling place 
in the county. 

I didn't initially focus on the word 
"citizen" in the gentleman's amend
ment. After all, who else but citizens 
will be registered to vote? 

But now I find that the gentleman's 
amendment is designed to require ver
ification at the polls that bilingual 
voters are, in fact, citizens. 

Madam Chairman, what do we think 
the registars of voters in this country 
are doing? 

The implication of this amendment 
is that, if you can't speak English well, 
then we will operate on the assumption 
that you lied when you registered to 
vote. 

Madam Chairman, I have seen noth
ing, absolutely nothing, to tell me that 
we've got a problem with fraudulent 
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registration by immigrants in this 
country. 

If we do, then why focus only on peo
ple who aren't English proficient? It 
would be just as likely that hordes of 
Canadians, Irish, and Austrailians are 
sneaking into this country and at
tempting to manipulate our elections. 

Madam Chairman, I reject the impli
cation that simply because someone 
can't speak English they are worthy of 
our distrust. 

When they come into a polling place, 
we cannot mandate the blatant intimi
dation of pulling them aside to be 
grilled about their citizenship. 

Citizenship should be verified when 
people register to vote. Singling out 
one group of voters for interrogation at 
the polls is blantantly discriminatory. 

It will achieve absolutely nothing ex
cept the intimidation of American citi
zens exercising the franchise guaran
teed them by the Constitution. 

I ask my colleagues to join me in de
feating the amendment. 

Mr. RICHARDSON. Madam Chairman, the 
voting process should be open to all those eli
gible, not just those who request the assist
ance to exercise a constitutional right. 

Providing bilingual voting assistance should 
not place burdens on the recipients of the ma
terials. 

Language minority voters, particularly first 
time voters, are often hesitant to request help 
from election authorities. 

Requiring an explicit request by a minority 
voter would likely seriously discourage partici
pation, causing many to forgo bilingual assist
ance or to forgo voting. 

Voters have already been screened before 
they enter the poll: only voters identified 
through community groups are targeted with 
bilingual voting materials. Because of this type 
of targeting, it should not be necessary for bi
lingual voters to request such materials. 

The CHAIRMAN. All time has ex
pired. 

The question is on the amendment 
offered by the gentleman from Florida 
[Mr. MCCOLLUM]. 

The question was taken; and the 
Chairman announced that the noes ap
peared to have it. 

RECORDED VOTE 

Mr. MCCOLLUM. Madam Chairman, I 
demand a recorded vote. 

A recorded vote was ordered. 
The vote was taken by electronic de

vice, and there were-ayes 141, noes 230, 
not voting 63, as follows: 

Allen 
Archer 
Armey 
Ballenger 
Barrett 
Bateman 
Bennett 
Bentley 
Bereuter 
Bilirakis 
Bliley 
Boehner 
Burton 
Byron 

[Roll No. 316] 

AYES-141 
Camp 
Clement 
Clinger 
Coble 
Combest 
Cox <CA) 
Crane 
Cunningham 
Dannemeyer 
De Lay 
Derrick 
Dickinson 
Dingell 
Doolittle 

Dornan <CA) 
Dreier 
Duncan 
Emerson 
Ewing 
Fawell 
Fields 
Franks <CT> 
Gallegly 
Gallo 
Gekas 
Gilchrest 
Gillmor 
Gingrich 

Goodling 
Goss 
Gradison 
Hancock 
Hastert 
Henry 
Herger 
Hobson 
Holloway 
Hopkins 
Houghton 
Hunter 
Hutto 
Inhofe 
James 
Johnson (SD) 
Johnson (TX) 
Kanjorski 
Klug 
Kolbe 
Kyl 
Lagomarsino 
Lancaster 
Lent 
Lewis (FL) 
Lightfoot 
Lipinski 
Lowery (CA> 
Machtley 
Marlenee 
McCandless 
McCollum 
McCrery 

Abercrombie 
Ackerman 
Alexander 
Anderson 
Andrews (ME) 
Andrews (NJ) 
Annunzlo 
Applegate 
A spin 
Au Coin 
Baker 
Beilenson 
Berman 
Bevill 
Bil bray 
Blackwell 
Boehlert 
Boni or 
Borski 
Brewster 
Brooks 
Browder 
Bruce 
Bustamante 
Campbell (CA) 
Cardin 
Carper 
Carr 
Chapman 
Clay 
Coleman (TX) 
Collins (IL) 
Collins (Ml) 
Condit 
Cooper 
Costello 
Cox (IL) 
Coyne 
Cramer 
Darden 
Davis 
de la Ga.r7A 
De Lauro 
Dell urns 
Dixon 
Donnelly 
Dooley 
Dorgan (ND) 
Downey 
Durbin 
Eckart 
Edwards (TX) 
Engel 
English 
Erdreich 
Espy 
Evans 
Fascell 
Fazio 
Fish 

Mc Dade 
McEwen 
McGrath 
McMillan (NC) 
Meyers 
Michel 
Miller (OH) 
Montgomery 
Moorhead 
Myers 
Nichols 
Nussle 
Orton 
Oxley 
Packard 
Parker 
Paxon 
Penny 
Petri 
Pickett 
Porter 
Pursell 
Ramstad 
Ravenel 
Regula 
Rhodes 
Ridge 
Rinaldo 
Roberts 
Rogers 
Rohrabacher 
Roth 
Roukema 

NOES-230 
Flake 
Foglletta 
Ford (Ml) 
Frank (MA) 
Gejdenson 
Geren 
Gibbons 
Gilman 
Glickman 
Gonzalez 
Gordon 
Grandy 
Green 
Guarini 
Gunderson 
Hall (OH) 
Hall(TX) 
Hamilton 
Harris 
Hayes (IL) 
Hefner 
Hertel 
Hoagland 
Hochbrueckner 
Horn 
Horton 
Hoyer 
Hughes 
Jacobs 
Jefferson 
Jenkins 
Johnson (CT) 
Johnston 
Jones (GA) 
Jones (NC) 
Jontz 
Kaptur 
Kasi ch 
Kennedy 
Kennelly 
Kildee 
Kleczka 
Kopetski 
Kostmayer 
LaFalce 
Lantos 
LaRocco 
Leach 
Lehman (CA) 
Lehman (FL) 
Levin (Ml) 
Lewis (CA) 
Lewis <GA> 
Long 
Lowey (NY) 
Luken 
Manton 
Markey 
Mavroules 
Mazzoll 

Rowland 
Santorum 
Saxton 
Schaefer 
Schiff 
Schulze 
Sensenbrenner 
Shaw 
Shuster 
Skeen 
Smith (NJ) 
Smith <OR) 
Solomon 
Spence 
Stearns 
Stenholm 
Stump 
Tanner 
Tauzin 
Taylor (MS) 
Taylor (NC) 
Thomas <CA) 
Upton 
Valentine 
Vander Jagt 
Walker 
Weber 
Wolf 
Wylie 
Young (AK) 
Young (FL) 
Zeliff 
Zimmer 

Mccloskey 
McCurdy 
McDermott 
McHugh 
McMillen (MD) 
McNulty 
Mfume 
Miller <CA) 
Miller (WA) 
Mineta 
Mink 
Moakley 
Molinari 
Mollohan 
Moody 
Moran 
Morella 
Murphy 
Murtha 
Nagle 
Natcher 
Neal (MA) 
Neal (NC) 
Nowak 
Oakar 
Oberstar 
Obey 
Olin 
Olver 
Ortiz 
Owens (NY) 
Owens (UT) 
Pallone 
Panetta 
Pastor 
Patterson 
Payne (NJ) 
Payne (VA) 
Pease 
Pelosi 
Perkins 
Peterson (MN) 
Pickle 
Po shard 
Price 
Quillen 
Rahall 
Rangel 
Reed 
Richardson 
Ritter 
Roe 
Roemer 
Ros-Lehtinen 
Rose 
Rostenkowski 
Roybal 
Russo 
Sabo 
Sanders 

Sangmeister 
Sarpalius 
Savage 
Sawyer 
Scheuer 
Schroeder 
Schumer 
Serrano 
Sharp 
Shays 
Sikorski 
Sisisky 
Skaggs 
Skelton 
Slattery 
Slaughter 
Smith (FL) 

Smith <IA) 
Sn owe 
Solarz 
Spratt 
Staggers 
Stallings 
Stark 
Stokes 
Studds 
Swett 
Swift 
Synar 
Thornton 
Torres 
Torricelli 
Unsoeld 
Vento 

Visclosky 
Volkmer 
Vucanovich 
Walsh 
Washington 
Waters 
Waxman 
Weiss 
Weldon 
Wheat 
Whitten 
Williams 
Wise 
Wolpe 
Wyden 
Yates 

NOTVOTIN~ 

Allard 
Andrews (TX) 
Anthony 
Atkins 
Bacchus 
Barnard 
Barton 
Boucher 
Boxer 
Broomfield 
Brown 
Bryant 
Bunning 
Callahan 
Campbell (CO) 
Chandler 
Coleman (MO) 
Conyers 
Coughlin 
DeFazio 
Dicks 

Dwyer 
Dymally 
Early 
Edwards (CA) 
Edwards (OK) 
Feighan 
Ford (TN) 
Frost 
Gaydos 
Gephardt 
Hammerschmidt 
Hansen 
Hatcher 
Hayes (LA) 
Hefley 
Hubbard 
Huckaby 
Hyde 
Ireland 
Kolter 
Laughlin 

D 1308 

Levine (CA) 
L1vingston 
Lloyd 
Martin 
Martinez 
Matsui 
Morrison 
Mrazek 
Peterson <FL) 
Ray 
Riggs 
Smith(TX) 
Sundquist 
Tallon 
Thomas (GA) 
Thomas(WY) 
Towns 
Traficant 
Traxler 
Wilson 
Yatron 

The Clerk announced the following 
pairs: 

On this vote: 
Mr. Riggs for, with Mr. Martinez against. 
Mr. Thomas of Wyoming for, with Mr. An-

drews of Texas against. 

Mrs. VUCANOVICH and Mr. NAGLE 
changed their vote from "aye" to "no." 

So the amendment was rejected. 
The result of the vote was announced 

as above recorded. 
AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. ROHRABACHER 

Mr. ROHRABACHER. Madam Chair
man, I offer an amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment offered by Mr. ROHRABACHER: 

Page 5, strike "(!)". 
Page 6, line 2, insert "and" after the semi

colon. 
Page 6, strike line 3 and all that follows 

through line 14. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman 
from California [Mr. RoHRABACHER] 
will be recognized for 10 minutes, and 
the gentleman from Texas [Mr. 
BROOKS] will be recognized for 10 min
utes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from California [Mr. ROHRABACHER]. 

Mr. ROHRABACHER. Madam Chair
man, I yield myself 2 minutes. 

Madam Chairman, my amendment is 
simple and easy to understand. It 
would simply eliminate the huge ex
pansions of bilingual ballot mandates 
included in H.R. 4312, leaving only the 
15-year extension of the current au
thorization, which is consistent with 
the administration position on this 
bill. 

One prov1s1on eliminated by my 
amendment would require Los Angeles 
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County, for example, to print all elec
tion materials in at least five addi
tional languages. 

The other provision eliminated by 
my amendment requires counties to 
provide election materials in an Indian 
language, even if it contains only a 
portion of an Indian reservation-as 
long as 5 percent of the Indians on the 
reservation speak another language
even if few or none of those Indians ac
tually live within the county affected. 

My amendment removes the most ab
surd aspects of this bill. If you think 
it's a good idea to require large coun
ties like mine to print their ballots and 
other election materials in several lan
guages, vote against my amendment. If 
you think it's a good idea to make 
small counties print their materials in 
Indian languages that may not even be 
spoken in their county, vote against 
my amendment. 

But if you think it is time to stop 
imposing more ridiculous unfunded 
Federal mandates on our State and 
local governments, then vote for my 
amendment. 

D 1310 

Madam Chairman, I reserve the bal
ance of my time. 

Mr. BROOKS. Madam Chairman, I 
yield 2 minutes to a distinguished 
Member, the gentleman from New York 
[Mr. SCHUMER]. 

Mr. SCHUMER. Madam Chairman, I 
thank the chairman, JACK BROOKS, for 
his time and his leadership on this 
issue. 

Madam Chairman, I rise in opposi
tion to the Rohrabacher amendment. 

We can make all sorts of excuses, 
slice it this way, cut it that way, et 
cetera; whatever we think on general 
language issues-and all of us hope and 
pray and want to work toward the fact 
that everyone will become integrated 
into America, the melting-pot soci
ety-that the most precious right is 
that to vote. People understand this 
Constitution was written with the be
lief that everybody ought to have that 
right to vote no matter who they are, 
no matter what language they speak. 
You take away people's effective right 
to vote, you are taking away the thing 
that our forefathers died for. 

So I say to my colleagues this is spe
cial, and that, yes, States and counties 
and localities should go out of their 
way to assure that people are enfran
chised. 

There are no ifs about this, this is 
not something where you can cut the 
line here or cut the line there. If people 
cannot vote, for whatever reason, and 
you can say, "Well, they haven't made 
the effort to learn English, they 
haven't done this, they haven't done 
that," they are disenfranchised. 

One thing history teaches us, when a 
sizable segment of the population any
where in the world, certainly in this 
country, is disenfranchised, the coun
try loses. 

Madam Chairman, we are in a new 
world. We need every citizen of Amer
ica to be part of our team, part of our 
Army to keep America No. 1. 

Madam Chairman, this is a way to do 
that. This bill is a way to do that. This 
amendment is a way to stop that from 
happening. 

I hope we will oppose the 
Rohrabacher amendment, support the 
bill and move this into law. 

Mr. ROHRABACHER. Madam Chair
man, I yield 2 minutes to my colleague, 
the gentleman from California [Mr. 
HERGER]. 

Mr. HERGER. Madam Chairman, I 
rise in support of the Rohrabacher 
amendment, which would eliminate 
some of the confusion that this legisla
tion will certainly cause. Without this 
amendment, we will continue another 
unnecessary congressional mandate on 
State and local governments. There is 
no proven need for federally mandated 
bilingual ballots, nor is there evidence 
that providing ballots and election in
formation in numerous languages actu
ally increases political participation 
by minorities. 

The public strongly opposes the di
rection of this bill. In my State of Cali
fornia, 70 percent of the voters ap
proved an initiative to eliminate for
eign language ballots. In 1986, Califor
nia's voters passed an English Lan
guage amendment by 72 percent of the 
vote. 

These decisions, contrary to the 
claims of some, are not the result of 
racism, but common sense. In fact, mi
norities strongly support official status 
for English. In a poll by the San Fran
cisco Chronicle, overwhelming num
bers, including 78 percent of Hispanics, 
supported official English. 

Foreign language ballots are just an
other step in the efforts of some to di
vide Americans by race, class, lan
guage, and religion. It is ironic that 
the party which only a week ago was 
attacking the President for supposedly 
dividing Americans between us and 
them is happy to divide people at the 
ballot box. 

We should instead be working to 
unite this country, and a common lan
guage is the most effective tool for 
that. I am reminded of my father, who 
like so many others did not speak any 
English at all until he started school, 
but learned it because it was required 
and because it was needed to be suc
cessful in this country. 

Bilingual education and foreign lan
guage ballots are crutches, which keep 
people from learning our national lan
guage rapidly and effectively. I urge 
adoption of the Rohrabacher amend
ment. 

Mr. BROOKS. Madam Chairman, I 
yield 1 minute to the distinguished 
gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. 
FOGLIETTA]. 

Mr. FOGLIETTA. Madam Chairman, 
I rise in opposition to the Rohrabacher 
amendment. 

Madam Chairman, today, we are at
tempting to pass another piece of legis
lation to empower the American peo
ple. This time, it is legislation to help 
language minorities at the polling 
place. 

A few weeks ago we passed a bill to 
increase voter registration with the so
called motor voter bill. Unfortunately, 
the President vetoed it-as the Amer
ican people tried to celebrate the 
Fourth of July. 

Is there any mystery why the Amer
ican people have turned off to politics? 
With that veto, the President said: We 
don't care about your vote. 

Despite that very cynical act by our 
President, we have to send another 
message today to the American people, 
all American people: We want you to 
care about the political process, we 
want you to get involved, we want you 
to vote. 

I urge my colleagues to vote "no" on 
the Rohrabacher amendment. "Yes" on 
the Voting Rights Language Assistance 
Act. 

Mr. ROHRABACHER. Madam Chair
man, I yield myself 21h minutes. 

Madam Chairman, there are a lot of 
Americans who are listening to this de
bate today, and they are Americans of 
goodwill, because all Americans come 
here from somewhere else. All of us 
have our ancestors coming from some 
other land. Most of us, most of those 
relatives came speaking another lan
guage. But today we are talking about 
something that does go to the heart 
and soul of America, it goes to our 
unity as a people, it goes to the oppor
tunities available to the individual. 

With the best of intentions, this bi
lingual nonsense is leading to linguis
tic segregation of the new immigrants 
of America. It is a bad idea for Amer
ica. It is a bad idea for the individual 
citizens who are frozen out of Ameri
ca's opportunities, for lack of pro
ficiency in the English language. 

People all over the world are strug
gling to learn English. They make 
great sacrifices so their children can 
learn English, knowing that such 
knowledge will open up new opportuni
ties for self-betterment. 

How tragic it is that the bilingual 
balance and bilingual education that 
we are encouraging large numbers of 
our own people to freeze themselves 
out of the social and economic main
stream and to limit their own abilities 
to improve their lot in life. 

With the best of intentions, this pol
icy of bilingual balance and bilingual 
education is linguistically segregating 
America. It hurts each and every one of 
our citizens who does not then become 
proficient in English language. 

I do not doubt the goodwill on that 
side of the aisle, those people who are 
advocating this type of bilingual policy 
for America; I would suggest that it is 
having the opposite impact and in the 
long run it is going to harm the very 
people that they seek to help. 
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Madam Chairman, I reserve the bal

ance of my time. 

D 1320 
Mr. BROOKS. Madam Chairman, I 

yield such time as he may consume to 
the gentleman from California [Mr. 
TORRES). 

Mr. TORRES. Madam Chairman, this Con
gress has had the honor to enact some very 
important civil rights laws, the American with 
Disabilities Act and the Civil Rights Act of 
1991 . I ask you, how can we make laws that 
prevent gender, skin color, and physical dis
ability discrimination for jobs and housing, yet 
continue to alienate and discriminate against 
half the citizens of this country by depriving 
them of one of the most fundamental rights of 
democracy, the right to vote? We have a 
chance today to correct some horrendous mis
takes made to our voting rights laws, to guar
antee that all of our citizens are able to exer
cise their right to vote. 

In 1975, section 203, together with two 
other language assistance provisions was 
added to the Voting Rights Act. Section 203 
was added to increase the participation of 
American citizens who have problems voting 
in English. Section 203 was based upon the 
congressional finding that the unequal edu
cational opportunities commonly suffered by 
limited English citizens often prevent these 
citizens from exercising their right to vote. 

The intent of section 203 was to stop a dis
criminatory voting practice which violates the 
equal protection clause of the 14th amend
ment and the 15th amendment's guarantee to 
all eligible citizens of their right to vote. The 
practice in question is the failure of a jurisdic
tion to print ballots in a language other than 
English when another language is more fully 
understood by a significant number of voting 
age citizens. It is unrealistic and illogical to as
sume that people, regardless of color, have 
automatically learned English in school, when 
1 in 5 adults in the United States are illiterate. 
In the late seventies Los Angeles County was 
required to print ballots in Spanish, but that re
quirement was lifted during the Reagan ad
ministration. 

Section 203 was amended in 1982 to pro
vide new guidelines for language assistance, 
this was suppose to ensure that those really 
needing language assistance received it. Un
fortunately, the formula now used to decide 
who meets the language assistance criteria is 
seriously flawed. Now bilingual assistance is 
determined by an ill-conceived census ques
tion. 

A county only has to provide bilingual help 
if the census shows that 5 percent of the lim
ited English citizenry does not speak English 
well enough to make an informed vote. As a 
result, some highly populated areas are no 
longer covered because the total population 
overshadows the minority communities. For 
example, my own county of Los Angeles is no 
longer covered. 

Even though Los Angeles County has ap
proximately 8 million people which includes 
over 3 million Hispanics, Los Angeles is not 
covered by section 203. According to the cen
sus, the 200,000 voting age Hispanics who 
speak English poorly comprise less than 5 
percent of the Los Angeles County's total pop
ulation. 

Ballots in Los Angeles County used to also 
be printed in Spanish, now ballots in the Los 
Angeles area are printed only in English. And, 
for the 200,000 Hispanic voters who are U.S. 
citizens, the Los Angeles County ballots are 
unintelligible--200,000 people, that's four 
packed RFK Stadiums; or 4,445 busloads of 
people; it's also half the population of Wyo
ming. 

All U.S. citizens have a right to be equally 
informed, and if need be, ballots need to be 
translated in order for them to cast a proper 
vote, that is just common sense. Consequen
tially, the right to vote has effectively been de
nied to a large portion of limited and non-Eng
lish speaking U.S. citizens. 

The Voting Rights Improvement Act of 1992 
would reauthorize and expand the bilingual 
provisions of the Voting Rights Act, section 
203, to require jurisdictions with large lan
guage minority populations to provide both bi
lingual assistance and material to voters. Sec
tion 203 is due to expire on August 6, 1992, 
at which time 68 counties that are currently 
covered only by section 203---3 of which pro
vide assistance in two languages other than 
English-will no longer be required to provide 
bilingual voting assistance. The Voting Rights 
Improvement Act of 1992 will give all citizens, 
including non-English speaking citizens, the 
right to cast an independent, informed vote. 
The amendment would also recognize native 
American reservation boundaries when deter
mining bilingual voting assistance. 

Non-English speaking voters need to be 
guaranteed the same assistance and explana
tory materials as English-speaking voters. 

The Voting Rights Improvement Act is not 
about immigration or patriotism. The bill is 
about the right of every citizen to be able to 
participate fully in their rights of citizenship. 

Don't you think that we have a fundamental 
responsibility to ensure that all citizens have 
the opportunity to be part of the voting proc
ess and cast an informed vote? We, as legis
lators, should do everything in our power to 
ensure that all citizens of this country will be 
guaranteed their right to be part of the elec
toral process regardless of nationality or race. 

Mr. BROOKS. Madam Chairman, I 
yie1d such time as he may consume to 
the gentleman from California [Mr. MI
NETA]. 

Mr. MINETA. Madam Chairman, I rise in op
position to the amendment offered by the gen
tleman from California [Mr. ROHRABACHER]. 

Like many of us in the House, I am the son 
of immigrants. My father came to this country 
in 1902, and my mother in the twenties. 

It was not until 1953, 51 years after he ar
rived in this country, that my father was al
lowed to become a citizen. Until that time, it 
was against the law in this Nation for any 
Asian immigrant to be naturalized. 

Mr. Chairman, just as surely as those racial 
exclusion laws excluded my parents from citi
zenship, the Rohrabacher amendment would 
exclude the voices of today's newest Ameri
cans from our political life. 

There are some in this country who argue 
that bilingual ballots will convince immigrants 
that learning English is not necessary. They 
believe that bilingual ballots are some kind of 
handout to lazy immigrants who can't be both
ered to learn English. 

Well, Madam Chairman, I have seen the 
community organizations and the schools 
straining to meet the demand for English 
classes. 

I've spoken with the people we are discuss
ing today: Good, honorable and loyal Ameri
cans who struggle every day to build a better 
life for their families. 

They stand in line for English classes, and 
all too often end up on waiting lists or in over
crowded classrooms. 

Should their voices be given any less weight 
because they are not yet English voices? Are 
their children less important to our country's 
future? Are they any less a part of America? 
Of course not. 

They do not need politicians to tell them the 
importance of learning English. Cold hard re
ality is a much more effective, and much less 
patronizing teacher. 

Bilingual ballots will not remove the barriers 
to getting a good job or going to college. They 
will not make it easier to report a crime to a 
policeman or tell a doctor that your child is 
sick. 

But bilingual ballots can remove one road
block to their full participation in our society by 
making something available to them that is the 
right of every American: The franchise. 

The numerical threshold is crucial to that 
goal. This bill recognizes that. The Justice De
partment recognizes it, and the White House 
recognizes it. 

I ask my colleagues to join me in opposing 
the amendment. 

Mr. BROOKS. Madam Chairman, I 
yield such time as she may consume to 
the gentlewoman from Hawaii [Mrs. 
MINK]. 

Mrs. MINK. Madam Chairman, I rise today 
in strong opposition to the Rohrabacher 
amendment, which strikes the very heart of 
this bill-the new benchmark which will trigger 
the requirement for language assistance. 

Through the implementation of section 203 
of the Voting Rights Act over the last 13 years 
we have found an enormous loophole, which 
has left thousands of individuals in our Nation 
without the necessary assistance to exercise 
the most fundamental right to vote. 

And what the gentleman is asking us to do 
today, is to ignore the fact that this loophole 
exists; to return to current law; and to know
ingly deny citizens of this Nation protection 
against language discrimination at the polls. 

Under current law, language assistance is 
required only if the eligible voting population of 
the language minority with limited English pro
ficiency totals 5-percent of the population of 
the entire country. This 5-percent requirement 
has excluded certain communities which have 
a high number of language minorities yet 
when counted along with the entire county do 
not meet the 5-percent benchmark. 

Opponents to the new benchmark say that 
it will be too onerous and costly on local gov
ernment. Madam Chairman, it will take money 
and effort to accomplish this. However, we are 
not talking about a frivolous program of nu
merous benefits and services. We are talking 
about protecting the most fundamental right in 
the Nation, the right to vote. And we cannot 
knowingly deny people of that right. 

The bill sets forth a fair and sound bench
mark of 10,000 limited English proficient indi
viduals within a county. 
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The new benchmark is vital to the Asian- the current coverage standard does not con

American community and their participation in sider the unique history and demography of 
our electoral process. Under the &-percent native Americans. Native Americans living on 
trigger only three counties in the entire Nation reservations and other Indian lands comprise 
were required to provide languages assistance less than one-third of 1 percent of the total 
in one Asian language, Japanese. Those three United States population. These relatively 
counties happen to be in my district. small populations are split by State and county 

With the new benchmark the Census Bu- lines, which were often drawn without regard 
reau tells us that according to the 1990 cen- for reservation boundaries when States en
sus data 10 counties across the Nation will be tered the Union. As a result, most limited Eng
required to provide Asian language assist- lish proficient native Americans do not exceed 
ance, which include four different Asian Ian- 5 percent of a county's voting age population. 
guages. The legislation before us today, H.R. 4312, 

It is important to remember that while Asian- provides an alternative coverage standard for 
American as a collective group make up the native Americans which more accurately iden
fastest growing minority in the Nation it has tifies those needing language assistance: 
been difficult for them to qualify for language Where you have more than 5 percent of the 
assistance because each separate Asian Ian- native Americans voting age population of a 
guage must meet the 5-percent trigger. reservation you will have to provide it under 

Even States like California, New York, section 203. This alternative standard is nec
T exas, and Illinois, which comprise 57 percent essary in order for section 203 to have real 
of the total mainland Asian-American popu- meaning for native Americans. Without it, only 
lation, cannot meet the 5-percent benchmark 4 of the more than 500 native American na
for any Asian language assistance. tions in the United States would receive as-

The 10,000 person benchmark is essential sistance under section 203 alone. 
to providing Asian Americans with the assist- I can offer a good example from my own 
ance needed to become full-fledged partici- district in Arizona. The Tohono O'Odham Na
pants in our democracy. . tion is the fifth largest native American nation 

Madam Chairman, I urge my colleagues to in the United States. Its reservation spans 
protect and preserve the constitutional rights three counties in southern Arizona. According 
of all citizens and vote against the to the Census Bureau, several thousand vot
Rohrabacher amendment. ing age Tohono O'Odham members cannot 

Mr. BROOKS. Madam Chairman, I speak English well enough to be well-informed 
yield such time as he may consume to in the electoral process. Nevertheless, none of 
the gentleman from Arizona [Mr. PAS- the three counties on the Tohono O'Odham 
TOR]. Reservation provide language assistance 

Mr. PASTOR. Madam Chairman, I rise in under section 203. The reason is that most 
strong opposition to this amendment and urge Tohono O'Odham members live in the same 
my colleagues to join me in supporting H.R. county as the large, off-reservation city of Tuc-
4312, the Voting Rights Improvement Act of son, which has more than half a million resi-
1992. This bill reauthorizes the bilingual provi- dents. Even though the Tohono O'Odham 
sions of the Voting Rights Act, section 203, members number in the thousands, they do 
and amends that section to better identify His- · not comprise more than 5 percent of the coun
panic, Asian and native American citizens who ty's total voting population. Under H.R. 4312, 
need language assistance in order to cast the T ohono O'Odham nation would receive 
meaningful votes during an election. language assistance under section 203, ac-

The Second Congressional District of Ari- cording to preliminary Census Bureau pre
zona, of which I am privileged to represent, dictions. 
consists of large numbers of Hispanic-Ameri- Some counties covered under H.R. 4312's 
cans and native Americans. About half of my proposed standard will have few native Ameri
constituents belong to these minority groups. cans who need assistance, simply because 
Many of my native American and Hispanic the incidence of native Americans in the popu
constituents do not understand English well lation overall is low compared to other Ian
enough to use voting materials written in Eng- guage minority groups by section 203. I do not 
lish. believe this will present a hardship to covered 

In many other communities in the country- counties because only oral assistance is re
such as the Hispanic community in Los Ange- quired where languages have no common 
les County or the Asian-American community written form, as is true of most native Amer
in San Francisco-minority language citizens ican languages. The cost of oral assistance is 
need bilingual voting assistance. Without prop- minimal, according to a 1986 GAO report. 
er translations, these citizens cannot exercise Also, the Department of Justice regulations, 
their fundamental voting right and as a result which implement section 203, permit counties 
cannot take part in our representative Govern- to target assistance only to those who need it. 
ment. The language assistance provided by For example, if all the native language speak
section 203 enables them to make their voices ers live on the reservation portion of a covered 
heard at the polls. county, that county can provide assistance 

H.R. 4312 has special significance .for native only in the reservation precincts. 
Americans because it improves section 203's Native Americans have the right to use their 
coverage of native Americans living on Indian languages in public proceedings, according to 
reservations who have limited English Ian- the Native American Languages Act of 1990. 
guage skills. The current standard in section H.R. 4312 makes this right a reality by provid-
203 excludes many reservations with signifi- ing the language assistance which many na
cant populations of limited English proficient tive Americans-and other language minority 
native Americans. Elsewhere, only parts of groups-need to fully participate in the elec
reservations are covered. This occurs because toral process. We need to encourage more 

participation in our elections and not provide 
obstacles to participation. 

I strongly urge my colleagues to join me in 
supporting H.R. 4312 in order to improve our 
civic responsibility to participate in the political 
process. 

Mr. SOLARZ. Madam Chairman, I wish to 
declare my strong support for H.R. 4312, the 
Voting Rights Language Assistance Act. I am 
convinced that this legislation not only protects 
our cherished democratic system, but also 
promotes public participation in the electoral 
affairs of the Nation. 

By reauthorizing the provisions of the Voting 
Rights Act that mandate bilingual voting as
sistance, this legislation ensures that those 
citizens who need bilingual assistance will 
continue to receive this essential service. 

If, on the other hand, the Congress fails to 
adopt this legislation, 68 counties in the United 
States will no longer provide bilingual voting 
assistance, and hundreds of thousands, if not 
millions, of American citizens will effectively 
lose the franchise. 

This bill will also ensure that more of our 
citizens who do not yet have full command of 
the English language will receive assistance in 
voting. Under current law, sizable communities 
of Hispanic and other voters are not afforded 
bilingual voting assistance. In California, for in
stance, Los Angeles County, even though it 
contains over 3 million Hispanics, is not re
quired to provide such assistance. This bill, on 
the other hand, mandates such services in 
any county of the country that contains more 
than 10,000 voters who do not speak English 
well enough to make an informed vote. 

The right to vote is one of the most basic of 
all American rights. If we make it more difficult 
for many of our citizens to play a role in elect
ing their representatives, we undermine one of 
the cornerstones of democracy. 

At a time when an ever larger percentage of 
the American electorate fails to vote, at a time 
when plummeting voter participation is the 
cause of considerable consternation and 
alarm, it is more important than ever that we 
adopt this legislation. 

Indeed, in an election year marked by apa
thy and disillusionment, one might even make 
the case that this is one of the most important 
items on the congressional calendar this year. 

This legislation can also serve an important 
cohesive function in American society. By giv
ing Hispanics, Asian-Americans, Native Ameri
cans, and other minority citizens an oppor
tunity to participate in the political process, this 
legislation will assist in cultivating a sense of 
civic duty, and help integrate all our citizens 
into the fabric of American society. 

America-to its great credit-has long been 
seen as a land of opportunity and a home to 
freedom. Throughout our history, we have sys
tematically redefined the concept of oppor
tunity and expanded the scope of freedom, to 
include an ever larger number of Americans. 
Once again we have that chance. We must 
adopt this legislation-so that no citizen shall 
be inhibited from voting because he is not suf
ficiently proficient in English to master the intri
cacies of registration or the operation of voting 
machines. 

This legislation has been endorsed by a 
wide coalition of civic and public interest 
groups, including: the AFL-CIO, the National 
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Puerto Rican Forum, the Chinese American 
Citizens Alliance, the Asian Law Caucus, the 
Puerto Rican Legal Defense and Education 
Fund, the National Urban League, the Amer
ican Jewish Congress, and the ACLU. 

Like these institutional sponsors, I, too, am 
convinced that this legislation is an essential 
tool in empowering disenfranchised commu
nities, and I urge the Congress to move quick
ly in approving this important measure. 

Mr. RANGEL. Madam Chairman, as an 
original cosponsor of this important legislation, 
I rise in strong support of the Voting Rights 
Language Assistance Act. 

When my colleagues and I in Congress 
passed the Voting Rights Act in 1975, we in
cluded section 203 to require counties that 
have large numbers of minority language citi
zens to provide bilingual voting assistance. 

Since then, millions of Americans-His
panics, Asian Americans, native Americans, 
and others throughout the United States who 
would otherwise have been disenfranchised
have benefited from this support and have ex
ercised their most precious right: the right to 
vote. 

Mr. Speaker, the American people still need 
this legislation. The Voting Rights Language 
Assistance Act would reauthorize and refine 
the bilingual provisions of the Voting Rights 
Act, which are due to expire this year. 

The bill extends bilingual voting assistance 
for 15 years, through 2007, while tightening 
current law to ensure that minority language 
communities are covered by the bilingual pro
visions of the Voting Rights Act. 

To date, counties are only required to pro
vide support if 5 percent of voting age citizens 
do not speak English well enough to cast a 
ballot. In densely populated cities like New 
York, however, huge limited-English proficient 
populations may still comprise less than the 
required 5 percent. The Voting Rights Lan
guage Assistance Act would require that a 
county provide assistance if it meets the 5-
percent minimum or if it has more than 10,000 
voters who speak English poorly. 

Most importantly, bilingual voting assistance 
helps to guarantee a fundamental American 
right: the right to vote. 

Our democracy, Mr. Speaker, will succeed 
only if its citizens are able to choose their 
leaders and thereby influence the operation of 
their Government. When a community is 
disenfranchised because it has not yet be
come proficient in English, everyone loses the 
benefit of its contribution to our valued demo
cratic process. 

Bilingual voting assistance helps to bring di
verse American communities closer together. 
No one, Mr. Speaker, can deny that a deepen
ing divide separates Americans of different 
races. This bill will strengthen the American 
democracy by enhancing the quality of the po
litical process. 

Moreover, providing written assistance aver
aged 7.6 percent of total election costs, ac
cording to the General Accounting Office, 
which predicted that costs would only de
crease as election materials were recycled 
and election officials gain experience in pro
viding bilingual assistance. 

Section 203 clearly works. In New York 
alone, hundreds of thousands of Latino voters 

use bilingual voting assistance, and four out of 
five Asian American voters would be more in
clined to vote if ballots were also written in 
their native language. 

For generations, Mr. Speaker, good and 
honorable people have come to the shores of 
the United States from every continent, from 
every country on Earth. 

They bring with them their desire to suc
ceed, their love of freedom, and their own cul
ture and language. 

From the beginning, the United States has 
benefited and been enriched by these immi
grants, different as they look and sound. 

The music of many languages flows through 
the streets of New York; it is a rich heritage 
that should be nurtured, cherished, and pro
moted. 

When someone comes to America, they do 
not leave their language, history, and culture 
at the door. And we should not insist that they 
do. 

I strongly urge my colleagues to pass the 
Voting Rights Language Assistance Act with
out any weakening amendments. Millions of 
Americans depend on this legislation. We 
must not let them down. 

Mr. ROYBAL. Madam Chairman, I rise in 
strong support of H.R. 4312, the Voting Rights 
Language Assistance Act. I commend Con
gressman SERRANO, Chairman BROOKS, and 
Chairman EDWARDS for moving this important 
piece of legislation. 

As you know, this bill reauthorizes section 
203 of the 1975 Voting Rights Act, requiring 
certain counties to provide bilingual voting as
sistance for minority language citizens-His
panics, Alaskan Natives, Asian-Americans, 
and native Americans. In addition, this legisla
tion expands the number of counties that are 
required to provide such bilingual assistance. 
This bill is needed to address the needs of 
language minority American citizens who are 
still removed from the voting process. 

This legislation includes a vital provision 
which requires counties to provide bilingual 
assistance in metropolitan areas which were 
previously excluded. Counties are currently re
quired to provide bilingual assistance only if 5 
percent or more of the voting age citizens 
speak a minority language. This new provision 
mandates bilingual assistance in areas where 
10,000 or more citizens share one minority 
language. This is essential in densely popu
lated urban counties such as Los Angeles, 
which has over 3 million Hispanics, and is not 
currently covered because the total population 
dwarfs the minority language community. Ad
ditionally, this measure serves to enhance the 
voting rights of many non-English speaking 
native Americans by applying the 5 percent re
quirement to Indian reservations, rather than 
counties as under current law. 

The right to vote is the most important char
acteristic of a true democracy, one that is es
sential to the legitimacy of government. This 
bill extends that right to millions of Hispanic, 
Asian, Alaskan Native, and native American 
citizens to ensure that they have access to the 
American political process and a voice in de
termining their future. However, for many of 
these Americans, the doors to the political 

process have been closed due to linguistic 
barriers. The Voting Right Language Assist
ance Act breaks through these barriers by pro
viding bilingual voting assistance, thus en
hancing the fundamental right to vote for all 
Americans. 

I urge all my colleagues to stand up for the 
rights of all Americans when casting their vote 
for this bill. Support H.R. 4312, the Voting 
Rights Language Assistance Act and oppose 
all amendments designed to weaken this cru
cial legislation. 

Mr. MATSUI. Madam Chairman, I rise today 
in strong support of H.R. 4312, the Voting 
Rights Language Assistance Act of 1992. This 
bill will help us make significant strides toward 
addressing historical discrimination against mi
norities in the United States. 

In 1975, Congress recognized that many 
Asian Americans were being effectively de
prived of their fundamental right to vote. Well
intended but virtually ineffective legislation 
aimed at ending this inequality was enacted 
that year. Under the 5 percent limited-English 
proficient voting age population trigger, not a 
single Asian American in the entire United 
States qualified for assistance. In fact, the 
1990 census shows that only the Chinese 
American community in San Francisco would 
be eligible this decade for bilingual registration 
and voting assistance under section 203 of the 
Voting Rights Act. 

Many Hispanic communities are also denied 
much-needed assistance under the legislation. 
For instance, almost 40,000 limited-English 
proficient Hispanic citizens in just three juris
dictions-Broward County, FL; Boston, MA; 
and Union City, NJ-are effectively denied 
their right to vote because they do not com
prise 5 percent of their county's voting age cit
izen populations. The obstacles faced by 
these communities exemplifies the predica
ment confronting thousands of citizens across 
the country. H.R. 4312 not only preserves help 
for citizens who both need and desire lan
guage assistance, it also extends assistance 
to citizens for whom the legislation was initially 
intended. 

The right to vote is fundamental to liberty, 
justice, and equity. The United States must 
preserve this right for all its citizens, and H.R. 
4312 will help safeguard this constitutional 
right for all, regardless of race, color, national 
origin, or minority status. 

Mr. BROOKS. Madam Chairman, I 
yield such time as he may consume to 
the gentleman from New York [Mr. 
SERRANO]. 

Mr. SERRANO. Madam Chairman, I 
rise in opposition to this horrible 
amendment. 

Mr. BROOKS. Madam Chairman, I 
yield such time as he may consume to 
the gentleman from Texas [Mr. ORTIZ]. 

Mr. ORTIZ. Madam Chairman, I ask 
my colleagues to defeat this amend
ment and pass the bill. 

Mr. BROOKS. Madam Chairman, I 
yield Ph minutes to the gentleman 
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from Texas [Mr. W ASIUNGTON], and 
then we will have our final speaker, the 
gentleman from New Mexico [Mr. RICH
ARDSON], and Chief RICHARDSON will 
wrap up for us. 

Mr. WASHINGTON. Madam Chair
man, I thank the gentleman from 
Texas [Mr. BROOKS] for yielding this 
time to me, and I wish, I say to my 
good friend from California, that lin
guistic segregation was the only prob
lem that we had left in our country, 
and, if it were, I think that we would 
be a lot closer to realizing the dream 
which the gentleman and I would like 
to have fulfilled. I will vote for bilin
gual Head Start next Congress. I will 
vote for bilingual education for ele
mentary school children, secondary 
school children. I will vote for bilin
gual adult education. The bottom line 
of this amendment has nothing to do 
with that. I think the gentleman and I 
are going to get to the answers to the 
problem. 

I say to the gentleman, "You and I 
want one society, and we move closer 
to that society when all people feel 
able to participate. But when we let 
the door down on one group, it's sus
picious to them, and it's suspicious to 
others who have been similarly situ
ated in the past." 

Our average congressional district is 
about 500,000 people. Ten thousand peo
ple will be 2 percent. There are no 
Members of Congress in this room who 
would delude themselves, or the rest of 
us, by telling us if they had 10,000 vot
ers out there who did not speak Eng
lish that they would not find a way to 
communicate with them if my col
leagues thought that they would vote 
for them. I say to my colleagues, "You 
wouldn't. You know you wouldn't." 

So, Madam Chairman, the gentleman 
wants to take out the amendment to 
make it 10 percent of the people, and 5 
percent of the people is 25,000 voters. 
He wants to raise the threshold to 
25,000 voters, and he is saying that if 
there were 24,000 people, or 23,000, or 
22,000, or 21,000, he would not want 
them to be able to vote for him. He 
would not want to communicate with 
them in Spanish, or Vietnamese, or 
whatever language. 

I say to my colleagues, "You know 
that's not true. Let's kill that amend
ment." 

Mr. BROOKS. Madam Chairman, I 
yield 2 minutes to the gentleman from 
New Mexico [Mr. RICHARDSON]. 

Mr. RICHARDSON. Madam Chair
man, I cannot think of a more un
American amendment than this 
amendment. What this amendment 
would do is, the first Americans in this 
country, the native Americans, would 
be totally disenfranchised. No Indian 
reservation would be covered if this 
amendment is adopted because, by 
changing the jurisdiction by county, 
instead of reservation, one is 
disenfranchising the native American 

peoples of this country that are our 
first Americans. Nine percent of them 
vote right now because they are upset. 
They are forgotten, and they do not 
want to participate. I say to my col
leagues, "If you want to take them out 
completely and also recognize that 
they are being disenfranchised, this 
amendment will eliminate all reserva
tions in this country from participat
ing in the electoral process." 

I also want to emphasize the prac
tical effect of this amendment in Or
ange County. It eliminates Vietnam
ese. It eliminates Chinese. Under the 5-
percent trigger, several of the largest 
communities of Hispanic and Asian mi
nority voters are not covered simply 
because these communities reside in 
very large metropolitan areas: only 
Los Angeles, New York, San Francisco, 
and Chicago. 

We have had a long struggle, whether 
we are Hispanic, native American, 
Asian, to fully participate in this coun
try. In one fell swoop the electoral 
process, by adopting this amendment, 
that disenfranchisement will take 
place. 

Vote "no" on the Rohrabacher 
amendment. 

Mr. BROOKS. Madam Chairman, I 
yield 2 minutes to the distinguished 
gentleman from New York [Mr. FISH], 
the ranking Republican on the Com
mittee on the Judiciary. 

Mr. FISH. Madam Chairman, we 
know that this amendment is a 
straight reauthorization. Therefore it 
knocks out the purpose of our being 
here. We have come to the realization 
that there are these large minority 
groups in large cities that simply do 
not count, are not counted under the 
threshold. I think everybody is aware 
of that, and that is the problem with 
this amendment. 

There are some underlying currents 
here I would like to address for a 
minute. There is concern that by pro
viding language assistance to limited 
English proficient citizens we may be 
fostering separatism by discouraging 
people from learning English. I think it 
is stretching things to say that facili
tating a few moments at the polling 
place once a year is going to have a 
major effect on discouraging people 
from learning English. Separatism has 
not been the history of this country 
with large foreign language popu
lations. It has beeri quite the reverse, 
an eventual total assimilation. 

The second thing I would like to em
phasize is that we are trying to allow 
more people into the system by this 
legislation, and the amendment before 
us would freeze them. We live in a time 
of diminishing participation in the 
electoral process and greater voter apa
thy. Faced with this situation, I think 
we should do everything within our 
power to encourage citizens to vote. It 
seems to me that by enabling language 
minority citizens to vote in an effec-

tive and informed manner, we are giv
ing them a stake in our society. This 
assistance provides true access to gov
ernment that, I trust, will lead to 
more, not less, integration and inclu
sion of these citizens in our main
stream. 

Madam Chairman, I think those are 
the two points I would like to leave my 
colleagues with as we approach the end 
of the consideration of this legislation. 
I think it is critically important we de
feat this amendment and go on and 
pass the bill. 

Mr. BROOKS. Madam Chairman, I 
yield 1 minute to the gentleman from 
Kentucky [Mr. MAZZOLI], a graduate of 
Notre Dame and a distinguished law
yer. 

Mr. MAZZOLI. Madam Chairman, I 
thank the gentleman from Texas [Mr. 
BROOKS] for that endorsement. I appre
ciate it. 

Madam Chairman, I rise in opposi
tion to the amendment offered by the 
gentleman from California [Mr. 
ROHRABACHER], and I salute the gen
tleman from New York [Mr. FISH], my 
friend, on his statement to commend 
my chairman, the gentleman from 
Texas, for having brought the bill up 
and the gentleman from California [Mr. 
EDWARDS] who has shepherded it to 
this point. 

Let me just broaden the situation. I 
think we should not change the bill as 
the gentleman from California [Mr. 
ROHRABACHER] would wish, but beyond 
that we need to talk about encouraging 
people to vote. 

Unfortunately, as I said earlier 
today, the President vetoed the motor
voter bill. The President vetoed the 
campaign finance reform bill. It is al
most as if, whether it is his own desire 
or he is getting terrible information 
and advice, it is almost as if the Presi
dent does not want people to vote. 
They are afraid of the people. 

So, Madam Chairman, I encourage 
defeat of the Rohrabacher amendment. 
Support the gentleman from Texas' 
bill. Let us show the American people 
that we are not afraid if they are going 
to the polls. In fact, Madam Chairman, 
let us show them that we want them to 
come to the polls to vote. 

Mr. BROOKS. Madam Chairman, I re
serve the balance of my time, but I am 
ready to vote. 

Mr. ROHRABACHER. Madam Chair
man, I yield myself the balance of my 
time. 

Madam Chairman, let us get some 
facts straight. Madam Chairman, we 
have heard a lot of inflated rhetoric on 
this floor. Some of the rhetoric we just 
heard is so detached from reality. 

Let me note that 176 jurisdictions, if 
my amendment passes, will still be 
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covered by this requirement in the 
Voting Rights Act, and let me note 
that my amendment does not change 
the status quo of the Voting Rights 
Act. It keeps it the same in terms of 
the bilingual requirements. 

D 1330 
Everyone is talking about these mas

sive numbers of people who will be 
disenfranchised. Those people are to
tally disenfranchised now. This is rhet
oric that is way beyond reality. 

Madam Chairman, let me note in 
terms of the discussions we have had 
about the effect on Indian reservations, 
under the 5-percent threshold, 18 juris
dictions are required to provide lan
guage assistance to 14,000 Indian vot
ers. The new formula as presently 
drafted, that is, what we have today, 
and that will not change, ; 18 jurisdic
tions with 14,000 Indian voters. Under 
the new formula as presented in the 
draft, it will add 59 jurisdictions, but 
will only cover 4,900 voters. That is 
what we are talking about. 

Over half of those jurisdictions, I 
might add, have fewer than 50 voters 
who will need assistance. Several of 
them have no native Americans who 
will need voting assistance at all, but 
they will still be covered under the 
Act. 

I think that we have got to look at 
this whole issue of bilingual ballots 
and bilingual education and bilingual
ism in America. 

Let me just note this: I would hope 
and I would pray that people in this 
body accept that people of good will 
can differ on this fundamental issue. I 
certainly have no problem at all in ac
cepting that the people on that side of 
the aisle have the very best of inten
tions in mind. I happen to believe that 
this whole idea of separating America 
into separate linguistic groups is going 
to destroy the America I love and de
stroy the opportunity of those individ
uals who are involved. I am concerned, 
and I love those people we are talking 
about. 

Mr. WASHINGTON. Madam Chair
man, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. ROHRABACHER. I would really 
like a chance to finish this because I 
have been under attack here, but I will 
yield quickly. 

Mr. WASHINGTON. Madam Chair
man, does the gentleman from Califor
nia [Mr. ROHRABACHER] send out any 
campaign material or will he send out 
any in any other language other than 
English? 

Mr. ROHRABACHER. Madam Chair
man, I would send out campaign mate
rial in languages other than English, 
but this bill simply eliminates the re
quirement for the local governments to 
do so. They can still do it if the local 
community feels it is necessary. They 
can still send out bilingual informa
tion. But should the Federal Govern
ment mandate this? 

Let me note, the American dream is 
that we have an experiment here where 
people have come from all over the 
world, of every background, of every 
race, of every religion, to pray and 
worship God as they see fit, to improve 
their lot, to live in freedom. 

The one thing that kept us together 
and kept that dream alive was a love of 
liberty, and another thing was the Eng
lish language. If you dilute either the 
love of liberty or the English language, 
you are diluting the American dream 
for the people you are trying to help. 

Mr. BROOKS. Madam Chairman, I 
yield back the balance of my time. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the amendment offered by the gen
tleman from California [Mr. 
ROHRABACHER]. 

The question was taken; and the 
Chairman announced that the noes ap
peared to have it. 

RECORDED VOTE 

Mr. ROHRABACHER. Madam Chair
man, I demand a recorded vote. 

A recovered vote was ordered. 
The vote was taken by electronic de

vice, and there were-ayes 115, noes 253, 
not voting 66, as follows: 

Allen 
Archer 
Armey 
Ballenger 
Barrett 
Bateman 
Beilenson 
Bentley 
B111rakis 
Bliley 
Boehner 
Burton 
Clinger 
Coble 
Combest 
Cox(CA) 
Crane 
Cunningham 
Dannemeyer 
Davis 
DeLay 
Derrick 
Dickinson 
Doolittle 
Dornan <CA) 
Dreier 
Duncan 
Emerson 
Ewing 
Fawell 
Fields 
Franks (CT) 
Gallegly 
Gallo 
Gekas 
Gillmor 
Goodling 
Goss 
Gradison 

Abercrombie 
Ackerman 
Alexander 
Anderson 
Andrews (ME) 
Andrews (NJ) 
Annunzlo 
Applegate 
Asp in 
Au Coin 
Bennett 
Bereuter 

[Roll No. 317] 

AYES-115 
Hancock 
Hastert 
Henry 
Herger 
Holloway 
Hopkins 
Houghton 
Inhofe 
James 
Johnson (SD) 
Johnson (TX) 
Kanjorskl 
Klug 
Kolbe 
Kyl 
Lagomarsino 
Lent 
Lewis (CA) 
Lewis <FL) 
Lightfoot 
Lipinski 
Lowery (CA) 
Marlenee 
McCandless 
McColl um 
McCrery 
McEwen 
McM11Jan <NC) 
Meyers 
Michel 
M1ller (OH) 
Moorhead 
Myers 
Nichols 
Nussle 
Oxley 
Packard 
Patterson 
Paxon 

NOES-253 
Berman 
Bevill 
Bil bray 
Blackwell 
Boehlert 
Bonier 
Borski 
Brewster 
Brooks 
Browder 
Bruce 
Bustamante 

Petri 
Porter 
Pursell 
Ramstad 
Regula 
Rhodes 
Ridge 
Rinaldo 
Roberts 
Rogers 
Rohrabacher 
Roth 
Roukema 
Santorum 
Saxton 
Schaefer 
Schulze 
Sensenbrenner 
Shaw 
Shuster 
Smith (NJ) 
Smlth(OR) 
Solomon 
Spence 
Stearns 
Stump 
Taylor (MS) 
Taylor (NC) 
Thomas (CA) 
Vander Jagt 
Walsh 
Wolf 
Wylie 
Young (AK) 
Young (FL) 
Zeliff 
Zimmer 

Byron 
Camp 
Campbell <CA> 
Cardin 
Carper 
Carr 
Chapman 
Clay 
Coleman (TX) 
Collins (IL) 
Condit 
Costello 

Cox (IL) 
Coyne 
Cramer 
Darden 
de la Garza 
De Lauro 
Dell urns 
Dingell 
Dixon 
Donnelly 
Dooley 
Dorgan (ND> 
Downey 
Durbin 
Eckart 
Edwards (CA) 
Edwards (TX) 
Engel 
English 
Erdreich 
Espy 
Evans 
Fascell 
Fazio 
Flake 
Foglletta 
Ford (Ml) 
Frank (MA) 
Gejdenson 
Geren 
Gibbons 
Gilchrest 
Gilman 
Gingrich 
Glickman 
Gonzalez 
Gordon 
Grandy 
Green 
Guarini 
Gunderson 
Hall (OH) 
Hall (TX) 
Hamilton 
Harris 
Hayes (IL) 
Hefner 
Hertel 
Hoagland 
Hobson 
Hochbrueckner 
Horn 
Horton 
Hoyer 
Hubbard 
Hughes 
Hutto 
Jacobs 
Jefferson 
Jenkins 
Johnson (CT) 
Johnston 
Jones (GA) 
Jones (NC) 
Jontz 
Kaptur 
Kasi ch 
Kennedy 
Kennelly 
Kil dee 
Kleczka 
Kopetskl 
Kostmayer 

Allard 
Andrews (TX) 
Anthony 
Atkins 
Bacchus 
Baker 
Barnard 
Barton 
Boucher 
Boxer 
Broomfield 
Brown 
Bryant 
Bunning 
Callahan 
Campbell (CO) 
Chandler 
Clement 
Coleman (MO) 
Collins (Ml) 
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LaFalce 
Lancaster 
Lantos 
LaRocco 
Leach 
Lehman (CA) 
Lehman (FL) 
Levin (Ml) 
Lewis <GA) 
Long 
Lowey (NY) 
Luken 
Machtley 
Manton 
Markey 
Mavroules 
Mazzoll 
McCloskey 
Mccurdy 
McDade 
McDermott 
McGrath 
McHugh 
McMlllen(MD) 
McNulty 
Mfume 
Miller(CA) 
M1ller (WA) 
Mlneta 
Mink 
Moakley 
Molinari 
Mollohan 
Montgomery 
Moody 
Moran 
Morella 
Murphy 
Murtha 
Nagle 
Natcher 
Neal (MA) 
Neal (NC) 
Nowak 
Oakar 
Oberstar 
Obey 
Olin 
Olver 
Ortiz 
Orton 
Owens (NY) 
Owens (UT) 
Pallone 
Panetta 
Parker 
Pastor 
Payne <NJ) 
Payne (VA> 
Pease 
Pelosi 
Penny 
Perkins 
Peterson (MN) 
Pickett 
Pickle 
Poshard 
Price 
Quillen 
Rahall 
Rangel 
Ravenel 
Reed 

Richardson 
Ritter 
Roe 
Roemer 
Ros-Lehtinen 
Rose 
Rostenkowskl 
Rowland 
Roybal 
Russo 
Sabo 
Sanders 
Sangmeister 
Sarpa.llus 
Savage 
Sawyer 
Scheuer 
Schiff 
Schroeder 
Schumer 
Serrano 
Sharp 
Shays 
Sikorski 
Sisisky 
Skaggs 
Skeen 
Skelton 
Slattery 
Slaughter 
Smlth(FL) 
Smith (IA) 
Snowe 
Solarz 
Spratt 
Staggers 
Stallings 
Stark 
Stenholm 
Stokes 
Studds 
Swett 
Swift 
Synar 
Tanner 
Tauzin 
Thornton 
Torres 
Torrtcell1 
Towns 
Unsoeld 
Upton 
Valentine 
Vento 
Vlsclosky 
Volkmer 
Vucanovlch 
Walker 
Washington 
Waters 
Waxman 
Weber 
Weiss 
Weldon 
Wheat 
Whitten 
Williams 
Wise 
Wolpe 
Wyden 
Yates 

NOT VOTING-66 
Conyers 
Cooper 
Coughlin 
De Fazio 
Dicks 
Dwyer 
Dymally 
Early 
Edwards (OK) 
Feighan 
Fish 
Ford (TN) 
Frost 
Gaydos 
Gephardt 
Hammerschmidt 
Hansen 
Hatcher 
Hayes <LA) 
Hefley 

Huckaby 
Hunter 
Hyde 
Ireland 
Kolter 
Laughlin 
Levine (CA) 
Livingston 
Lloyd 
Martin 
Martinez 
Matsui 
Morrison 
Mrazek 
Peterson (FL) 
Ray 
Riggs 
Smith(TX) 
Sundquist 
Tallon 
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Thomas <GA> 
Thomas(WY) 

Tran cant 
Traxler 

D 1353 

Wilson 
Yatron 

Mrs. VUCANOVICH changed her vote 
from "aye" to "no." 

Mr. GEKAS changed his vote from 
"no" to "aye." 

So the amendment was rejected. · 
The result of the vote was announced 

as above recorded. 
The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 

the committee amendment in the na
ture of a substitute. 

The committee amendment in the 
nature of a substitute was agreed to. 

The CHAIRMAN. Under the rule, the 
Committee rises. 

D 1355 
Accordingly, the Committee rose; 

and the Speaker pro tempore [Mr. 
HOYER] having assumed the chair, Mrs. 
UNSOELD, Chairman of the Committee 
of the Whole House on the State of the 
Union, reported that that Committee, 
having had under consideration the bill 
(H.R. 4312) to amend the Voting Rights 
Act of 1965 with respect to bilingual 
election requirements, pursuant to 
House Resolution 522, she reported the 
bill back to the House with an amend
ment adopted by the Committee of the 
Whole. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under 
the rule, the previous question is or
dered. 

The question is on the amendment. 
The amendment was agreed to. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 

question is on the engrossment and 
third reading of the bill. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed 
and read a third time, and was read the 
third time. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
question is on the passage of the bill. 

MOTION TO RECOMMIT OFFERED BY MR. 
MCCOLLUM 

Mr. MCCOLLUM. Mr. Speaker, I offer 
a motion to recommit. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is the 
gentleman opposed to the bill? 

Mr. MCCOLLUM. I am, Mr. Speaker. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 

Clerk will report the motion to recom
mit. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Mr. MCCOLLUM of Florida moves to recom

mit the bill, H.R. 4312 to the Committee on 
Judiciary with instructions to report the 
same back forthwith with the following 
amendment: 

On page 7, line 2, after "State." insert 
"The prohibitions of this subsection also do 
not apply with respect to any State or politi
cal subdivision that does not receive a Fed
eral grant to cover all expenses resulting 
from compliance with this subsection. The 
Attorney General may make such grants.". 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen
tleman from Florida [Mr. MCCOLLUM] 
will be recognized for 5 minutes in sup
port of his motion to recommit, and 
the gentleman from Texas [Mr. 
BROOKS] will be recognized for 5 min
utes in opposition. 
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The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Florida [Mr. MCCOLLUM]. 

Mr. MCCOLLUM. Mr. Speaker, the 
motion to recommit with instructions 
I have just offered is very simple. It is 
a revote of the Condit amendment that 
was defeated a few minutes ago by a 
vote of 184 to 186. It is a straight revote 
of that particular provision. It seems 
to me that the Members ought to have 
an opportunity to reconsider that. 

If the Members will recall, the Condit 
amendment very straightforwardly 
simply ends the unfunded aspects of 
this bill as far as States and local gov
ernments are concerned, and says the 
Federal Government must pay for the 
cost of these bilingual ballots. We must 
pay for them. If we do not pay for 
them, then they do not have to abide 
by the restrictions we put out there. 

This is the first of what we all hope 
will be a series of these types of votes 
we will take in the future that will end 
once and for all the kind of unfunded 
mandates that the Federal Government 
has been so prone to put down on the 
local governments. I would submit to 
my colleagues, for those of them who 
may not have understood it before, 
they should have no question about 
this. This amendment is not devious. It 
does not do anything else. It is very 
straightforward. It is simply an effort 
to end unfunded mandates to the State 
and local governments as far as this 
bill is concerned, and hopefully a 
precedent for other bills. 

The gentleman from California [Mr. 
CONDIT] I think offered a very good 
amendment in the committee earlier, 
and now we will have a chance to 
revote this amendment. That is all this 
does. It would provide that Federal 
funds must be used in order to imple
ment the law that we are passing 
today, in order to have the ballots 
printed and distributed, so the local 
communities will not have to bear that 
cost. Again, that is all that is involved, 
is a revote of the Condit amendment. 

I would urge an "aye" vote on the 
motion to recommit with instructions 
to do this, and we can all get out of 
here and feel better about this bill. 

Mr. BROOKS. Mr. Speaker, I oppose 
the motion to recommit. We just voted 
down this amendment about an hour 
ago. It is a killer amendment designed 
to deny States and other groups, coun
ties, et cetera, an opportunity to pay 
for these ballots and just try to set an
other hurdle, a more difficult way for 
people to vote. 

I hope that we can get this bill on the 
way and vote this motion to recommit 
down. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield l1/2 minutes to 
the distinguished gentleman from 
Texas [Mr. w ASHINGTON]. 

0 1400 
Mr. WASHINGTON. Mr. Speaker, this 

amendment reminds me of the old shell 
game that people used to play where 

they would take one little eraser off a 
pencil and three little walnut shells 
and put them down, and then the ob
ject of the game was to figure out 
which one of the shells contained the 
little eraser, except the person with an 
adroit two fingers could remove them 
while they were switching them 
around, so whichever one you guessed, 
it was not going to be under any one of 
them. So the object of the game was 
for you to lose, regardless. 

What this amendment says is we del
egate the responsibility to the Attor
ney General of the United States to de
cide when, and under what cir
cumstances, and where the Voting 
Rights Act will be enforced, because if 
the Congress does not fund it, and the 
Attorney General does not provide the 
money, then the Voting Rights Act 
does not mean anything. It is a wrong 
for which there is no remedy if the At
torney General does not enforce it. And 
the same people who want this would 
not vote to appropriate the money. 

We understand the game. The game 
is to vote no, and let us get out of here, 
but feel good about ourselves by doing 
what is right, and the way we do that 
is to defeat the motion to recommit. 

Mr. BROOKS. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
back the balance of my time. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore [Mr. 
HOYER]. Without objection, the pre
vious question is ordered on the motion 
to recommit. 

There was no objection. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 

question is on the motion to recommit. 
The question was taken; and the 

Speaker pro tempore announced that 
the noes appeared to have it. 

Mr. MCCOLLUM. Mr. Speaker, on 
that I demand the yeas and nays. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu

ant to the provisions of clause 5 of rule 
XV, the Chair announces that he will 
reduce to a minimum of 5 minutes the 
period of time within which a vote by 
electronic device, if ordered, will be 
taken on the question of the passage of 
the bill. 

This will be a 15-minute vote fol
lowed by a 5-minute vote. 

The vote was taken by electronic de
vice, and there were-yeas 172, nays 
195, not voting 67, as follows: 

[Roll No. 318] 

YEAS-172 
Allen Camp Donnelly 
Applegate Campbell (CA) Doolittle 
Archer Clinger Dornan <CA> 
Armey Coble Dreier 
Ballenger Combest Duncan 
Barrett Condit Emerson 
Bateman Cox (CA) English 
Bentley Cramer Erdrelch 
Bevill Crane Ewing 
Blllrakls Cunningham Fawell 
Bllley Dannemeyer Fields 
Boehner Darden Franks (CT> 
Brewster Davis Gallegly 
Browder De Lay Gallo 
Burton Derrick Gekas 
Byron Dickinson Geren 
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Gilchrest McColl um Rowland Sarpalius Smith (IA> Vento Gejdenson Mavroules Sabo 
Gillmor McCrery Sangmeister Savage Solarz Visclosky Geren Mazzoll Sanders 
Gingrich McCurdy Santorum Sawyer Spratt Volkmer Gibbons McCloskey Sangmeister 
Goodling Mc Dade Saxton Scheuer Stall1ngs Washington Gtlchrest McCurdy Sarpa.llus 
Goss McEwen Schaefer Schiff Stark Waters Gtllmor McDade Savage 
Gradison McGrath Schulze Schroeder Stokes Waxman Gtlman McDermott Sawyer 
Gunderson McMillan (NC) Sensenbrenner Schumer Studds Weber Glickman McEwen Scheuer 
Hall(TX) McMlllen (MD) Shaw Serrano Swift Weiss Gonzalez McGrath Schiff 
Hancock Meyers Shays Sharp Synar Wheat Gordon McHugh Schulze 
Harris Michel Shuster Sikorski Thornton Whitten Gradison McMlllen(MD) Schumer 
Hastert Miller (OH) Sisisky Skaggs Torres Williams Grandy Mfume Serrano 
Henry Miller (WA) Skeen Slattery Torricelli Wise Green Mlller(CA) Sharp 
Herger Montgomery Skelton Slaughter Towns Wolpe Guarini Miller(WA) Shaw 
Hobson Moorhead Smith (NJ) Smith (FL) Unsoeld Yates Gunderson Mineta Shays 
Holloway Moran Smith (OR) 

NOTVOTIN~7 
Hall (OH) Mink Sikorski 

Hopkins Myers Sn owe Hall(TX) Moakley Slslsky 
Hubba.rd Nichols Solomon Abercrombie DeFazio Lloyd Hamilton Molinari Skeen 
Hunter Nussle Spence Allard Dicks Martin Hayes (IL) Mollohan Slattery 
Hutto Orton Staggers Andrews (TX) Dwyer Martinez Hefner Moody Slaughter 
Inhofe Oxley Stearns Anthony Dymally Matsui Hertel Moran Smith(FL) 
James Packard Stenholm Atkins Early Morrison Hoagland Morella Smith (IA) 
Jenkins Parker Stump Bacchus Edwards (OK) Mrazek Hobson Murtha Smith <NJ) 
Johnson (CT) Patterson Swett Baker Feighan Peterson (FL) Hochbrueckner Nagle Sn owe 
Johnson <SD) Paxon Tanner Barnard Ford (TN) Pickle Horn Natcher Solarz 
Johnson (TX) Payne (VA) Taylor<MS) Barton Frost Ray Horton Neal (MA) Spratt 
Kanjorski Petri Taylor (NC) Boucher Gaydos Riggs Houghton Nowak Staggers 
Klug Pickett Thomas (CA) Boxer Gephardt Smith(TX) Hoyer Oakar Stallings 

Kolbe Porter Upton Broomfield Hammerschmidt Sundquist Hubbard Oberstar Stark 
Kyl Pursell Valentine Brown Hansen Tallon Hughes Obey Stokes 
Lagomarsino Ramstad Vander Jagt Bryant Hatcher Tauzin Jacobs Olin Studds 

Lancaster Ravenel Vucanovich Bunning Hayes <LA) Thomas (GA) Jefferson Olver Swett 
Lehman (CA) Regula Walker Callahan Hefley Thomas (WY) Johnson (CT) Ortiz Swift 

Lent Rhodes Walsh Campbell <CO> Huckaby Traflcant Johnston Owens(NY) Synar 

Lewis (CA) Ridge Weldon Chandler Hyde Traxler Jones (GA) Pallone Tanner 
Lewis (FL) Rinaldo Wolf Clement Ireland Wilson Jones (NC) Panetta Thornton 
Lightfoot Ritter Wylie Coleman (MO> Kolter Wyden Jontz Pastor Torres 
Lipinski Roberts Young (AK) Coll!ns (Ml) Laughlin Yatron Kaptur Payne (NJ) Torricelli 

Lowery <CA) Roemer Young (FL) Conyers Levine (CA> Kasich Payne (VA> Towns 
Luken Rogers Zeliff Coughlin Livingston Kennedy Pease Unsoeld 
Machtley Rohrabacher Zimmer Kennelly Pelosi Upton 

Mar Jenee Roth 0 1419 Ktldee Penny Valentine 
McCandless Roukema Kleczka Perkins Vento 

Mr. McGRATH and Mr. VALENTINE Kolbe Peterson (MN) Visclosky 

NAYS-195 changed their vote from "nay" to Kopetski Poshard Volkmer 

"yea." Kyl Price Vucanovich 
Ackerman Ford <MI> McDermott Walker 
Alexander Frank (MA) McHugh So the motion to recommit was re- LaFalce Quillen 

Washington Lantos Rahall 
Anderson Gejdenson McNulty jected. LaRocco Rangel Waters 
Andrews (ME) Gibbons Mfume The result of the vote was announced Leach Reed Waxman 
Andrews (NJ) Gilman Miller (CA) 

as above recorded±. Lehman (CA) Richardson Weber 
Annunzio Glickman Mineta Lehman (FL) Rinaldo Weiss 
A spin Gonzalez Mink Levin (Ml) Ritter Weldon 
AuCoin Gordon Moakley 0 1420 Lewis (GA) Roe Wheat 
Beilenson Grandy Molinari The SPEAKER tempo re (Mr. Long Roemer Williams 
Bennett Green Mollohan pro Wise 
Bereuter Guarini Moody HOYER). The question is on the passage Lowey (NY) Ros-Lehtinen 

Wolf Luken Rose 
Berman Hall(OH) Morella of the bill. Machtley Rostenkowski Wolpe 
Bil bray Hamilton Murphy The question was taken; and the Manton Roybal Yates 
Blackwell Hayes (IL) Murtha Young (FL) 
Boehlert Hefner Nagle Speaker pro tempore announced that Markey Russo 

Boni or Hertel Natcher the ayes appeared to have it. NAYS-125 Borski Hoagland Neal (MA) Mr. McCOLL UM. Mr. Speaker, on Brooks Hochbrueckner Neal (NC) Allen Erdreich Mar le nee 
Bruce Horn Nowak that I demand the yeas and nays. Archer Ewing McCandless 
Bustamante Horton Oakar The yeas and nays were ordered. Armey Fawell McColl um 
Cardin Houghton Oberstar The Speaker pro tempore. The Chair Ballenger Fields McCrery 
Carper Hoyer Obey would remind Members that this is a 5- Barrett Franks (CT> McM1llan (NC) 
Carr Hughes Olin Bateman Gallo Meyers 
Chapman Jacobs Olver minute vote on final passage. Beilenson Gekas Michel 
Clay Jefferson Ortiz The vote was taken by electronic de- Bentley Goodling M1ller(0H) 
Coleman (TX) Johnston Owens (NY) vice, and there were--yeas 237, nays Bereuter Goss Montgomery 
Coll1ns (IL) Jones (GA) Owens (UT) 

125, not voting 72, as follows: Bevill Hancock Moorhead 
Cooper Jones (NC) Pallone Bilirakis Harris Murphy 
Costello Jontz Panetta [Roll No. 319) Bl1ley Hastert Myers 
Cox (IL) Kaptur Pastor 

YEAS-237 Boehner Henry Neal (NC) 
Coyne Kasi ch Payne(NJ) Brewster Herger Nichols 
de la Garza Kennedy Pease Abercrombie Camp Donnelly Browder Holloway Nussle 
De Lauro Kennelly Pelosi Ackerman Campbell (CA> Dooley Burton Hopkins Orton 
Dellums Kil dee Penny Alexander Cardin Dorgan (ND) Byron Hunter Oxley 
Dingell Kleczka Perkins Anderson Carper Downey Clinger Hutto Packard 
Dixon Kopetskl Peterson <MN> Andrews <ME) Carr Durbin Coble Inhofe Parker 
Dooley Kostmayer Poshard Andrews (NJ) Chapman Eckart Combest James Patterson 
Dorgan (ND) LaFalce Price Annunzlo Clay Edwards (CA) Cox <CA> Jenkins Paxon 
Downey Lantos Qu111en Applegate Coleman (TX) Edwards (TX) Cramer Johnson <SD) Petri 
Durbin LaRocco Rahall As pin Collins (IL) Engel Crane Johnson (TX) Pickett 
Eckart Leach Rangel AuColn Condit English Cunningham Kanjorskl Porter 
Edwards (CA) Lehman (FL) Reed Bennett Cooper Espy Dannemeyer Klug Pursell 
Edwards (TX) Levin (Ml) Richardson Berman Costello Evans Davis Kostmayer Ramstad 
Engel Lewis (GA) Roe Bil bray Cox (IL) Fascell De Lay Lagomarsino Ravenel 
Espy Long Ros-Lehtinen Blackwell Coyne Fazio Derrick Lancaster Regula 
Evans Lowey (NY) Rose Boehlert Darden Fish Dickinson Lent Rhodes 
Fascell Manton Rostenkowskl Boni or de la Garza Flake Doolittle Lewis (CA) Ridge 
Fazio Markey Roybal Borski De Lauro Foglletta Dornan (CA) Lewis (FL) Roberts 
Fish Mavroules Russo Brooks Dellums Ford (Ml) Dreier Lightfoot Rogers 
Flake Mazzoll Sabo Bruce Dingell Frank (MA) Duncan Lipinski Rohrabacher 
Foglletta McCloskey Sanders Bustamante Dixon Gallegly Emerson Lowery (CA) Roth 
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Roukema. 
Rowland 
Sa.ntorum 
Saxton 
Sensenbrenner 
Shuster 
Skelton 
Smith (OR) 

Solomon 
Spence 
Stearns 
Stenholm 
Stump 
Taylor (MS) 
Taylor (NC) 
Thomas <CA) 

Va.nder Jagt 
Walsh 
Whitten 
Wylie 
Young (AK) 
Zeliff 
Zimmer 

NOT VOTING-72 
Alla.rd 
Andrews (TX) 
Anthony 
Atkins 
Bacchus 
Baker 
Barna.rd 
Barton 
Boucher 
Boxer 
Broomfield 
Brown 
Bryant 
Bunning 
Ca.Ila.ban 
Campbell (CO) 
Chandler 
Clement 
Coleman (MO) 
Collins (Ml) 
Conyers 
Coughlin 
De Fazio 
Dicks 

Dwyer 
Dyma.lly 
Early 
Edwards (OK) 
Feighan 
Ford (TN) 
Frost 
Gaydos 
Gephardt 
Gingrich 
Hammerschmidt 
Hansen 
Hatcher 
Ha.yes (LA) 
Hefley 
Huckaby 
Hyde 
Ireland 
Kolter 
Laughlin 
Levine (CA) 
Livingston 
Lloyd 
Ma.rt in 

D 1431 

Martinez 
Matsui 
McNulty 
Morrison 
Mrazek 
Owens (UT) 
Peterson (FL) 
Pickle 
Ra.y 
Riggs 
Schaefer 
Schroeder 
Skaggs 
Smith(TX) 
Sundquist 
Ta.Bon 
Tauzin 
Thoma.s(GA) 
Thoma.s(WY) 
Tra.flcant 
Traxler 
Wilson 
Wyden 
Ya.tron 

The Clerk announced the following 
pairs: 

On this vote: 
Mr. McNulty for, with Mr. Huckaby 

against. 
Mr. Thomas of Wyoming for, with Mr. Ire

land against. 
Mr. Pickle for, with Mr. Livingston 

against. 
Mr. Wyden for, with Mr. Riggs against. 

Messrs. HARRIS, CRAMER and BE
VILL changed their vote from "yea" to 
"nay." 

So the bill was passed. 
The result of the vote was announced 

as above recorded. 
A motion to reconsider was laid on 

the table. 

GENERAL LEAVE 
Mr. BROOKS. Mr. Speaker, I ask 

unanimous consent that all Members 
may have 5 legislative days in which to 
revise and extend their remarks on the 
bill just passed. 

The SPEAKER pro tempo re (Mr. 
HOYER). Is there objection to the re
quest of the gentleman from Texas? 

There was no objection. 

THE JOURNAL 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 

pending business is the question of the 
Chair's approval of the Journal. 

The question is on the Chair's ap
proval of the Journal. 

The Journal was approved. 

COMMUNICATION FROM THE SER
GEANT AT ARMS OF THE HOUSE 
The SPEAKER pro tempore laid be

fore the House the following commu
nication from the Sergeant at Arms of 
the House of Representatives: 

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
Washington, DC, July 24, 1992. 

Hon. THOMAS s. FOLEY, 
Speaker, House of Representatives, Washington 

DC. ' 
DEAR MR. SPEAKER: This is to inform you 

pursuant to Rule L (50) of the Rules of the 
House that five current or former employees 
of the Office of the Sergeant at Arms have 
been served with subpoenas issued by the 
United States District Court for the District 
of Columbia. 

After consultation with the General Coun
sel to the Clerk of the House, it has been de
termined that compliance with these subpoe
nas would not be inconsistent with the privi
leges and precedents of the House. 

Sincerely, 
WERNER W. BRANDT, 

Sergeant at Arms. 

BUFF ALO SOLDIERS DAY 
Mr. SAWYER. Mr. Speaker, I ask 

unanimous consent that the Commit
tee on Post Office and Civil Service be 
discharged from further consideration 
of the Senate joint resolution (S.J. 
Res. 92) to designate July 28, 1992, as 
"Buffalo Soldiers Day," and ask for its 
immediate consideration. 

The Clerk read the title of the Senate 
joint resolution. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gen
tleman from Ohio? 

Mrs. MORELLA. Mr. Speaker reserv
ing the right to object, I have ~o objec
tion, but would like to yield for an ex
planation of this very important piece 
of legislation to the gentleman from 
Kansas [Mr. SLA'ITERY]. 

Mr. SLATTERY. I thank the gentle
woman from Maryland for yielding to 
me. 

Mr. Speaker, I am pleased and hon
ored to sponsor Senate Joint Resolu
tion 92, which will designate July 28, 
1992, as "Buffalo Soldiers Day." I am 
proud to share sponsorship of this reso-
1 ution with my good friend, the gen
tleman from Michigan, Mr. JOHN CON
YERS. 

In 1866, Congress created six regular 
Army regiments composed entirely of 
African-American soldiers. These regi
ments served with distinction and 
valor as Americans moved to settle the 
West. 

Although history has often ignored 
or forgotten the contributions of these 
brave African-Americans, today we rec
ognize the tremendous sacrifices made 
by the more than 180,000 Buffalo Sol
diers and honor their memory as some 
of America's greatest soldiers. 

Dubbed Buffalo Soldiers by native 
American tribes who respected the buf
falo for its courage, these African
Americans were subjected to discrimi
nation and received the lowest quality 
equipment, food, and housing. 

Despite these bleak conditions, the 
Buffalo Soldiers had the lowest deser
tion rates in the Army and members of 
these units received 19 individual Con
gressional Medals of Honor. 

More than 100 years after these brave 
African-Americans volunteered to 
serve their country, I am pleased that 
we will finally recognize the contribu
tions of the Buffalo Soldiers with the 
dedication of a monument in Fort 
Leavenworth, KS. 

This monument, which is located at 
the site of Buffalo Soldier camps dur
ing the late 19th and early 20th cen
turies, will serve as a lasting reminder 
of the sacrifices made by dedicated and 
patriotic African-Americans. 

Mr. Speaker, I again thank the gen
tlewoman for yielding. 

Mrs. MORELLA. Further reserving 
the right to object, Mr. Speaker, I want 
to thank the gentleman from Kansas 
[Mr. SLA'ITERY] for his sponsorship. 
This is a very important resolution for 
the Buffalo Soldiers. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield to the chairman 
of the Subcommittee on Census and 
Population of the Committee on Post 
Office and Civil Service, the gentleman 
from Ohio [Mr. SAWYER]. 

Mr. SAWYER. I thank the gentle
woman from Maryland for yielding to 
me. 

Mr. Speaker, I pause only to associ
ate myself with the gentlewoman's re
marks on behalf of the two sponsors, 
the gentleman from Kansas [Mr. SLAT
TERY] and the gentleman from Michi
gan [Mr. CONYERS], who have toiled 
mightily over the last couple of days to 
gather the signatures necessary for 
this important and worthwhile com
memorative resolution. 

Mr. Speaker, resolutions of this kind 
are often misunderstood, particularly 
when their names do not lend them
selves easily to broad public recogni
tion. But it is for precisely that reason 
that these resolutions are important in 
order to share the broad understanding 
across this body and to spread upon the 
public pages of its RECORD for all 
Americans to recognize the enormous 
contributions of those who are honored 
in this way. I pause today only to ex
press particular thanks to the gen
tleman from Kansas [Mr. SLA'ITERY] 
and the gentleman from Michigan [Mr. 
CONYERS] for their efforts in bringing 
this long-overdue recognition to this 
Chamber on this occasion. 

Mrs. MORELLA. Mr. Speaker, fur
ther reserving the right to object, I 
think it is important we do give rec
ognition to these Buffalo Soldiers, who 
have served through the years with 
great, high morale, productivity, and 
great patriotism. 

So, again I commend the leaders in 
this effort, the gentleman from Kansas 
[Mr. SLATTERY] and the gentleman 
from Michigan [Mr. CONYERS]. 

Mr. Speaker, I withdraw my reserva
tion of objection. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gen
tleman from Ohio? 

There was no objection. 
The Clerk read the Senate joint reso

lution, as follows: 
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Whereas the Congress responded to the 
brave Civil War service of more than 180,000 
African-American troops by voting on July 
28, 1866, to create 6 regular Army regiments 
composed of African-American enlisted sol
diers; 

Whereas the 9th and 10th Cavalry regi
ments were among those regiments, which 
consisted of veterans of the Civil War and 
free men of color; 

Whereas the 9th Cavalry was stationed at 
Greenville, Louisiana, and the 10th Cavalry 
was stationed at Fort Leavenworth, Kansas, 
from where they played a key role in the his
tory of the American West, guarding wagon 
trains, surveying roads, building forts, and 
protecting settlers; 

Whereas after a battle in 1867 near Fort 
Hays, Kansas, Cheyenne warriors remarked 
that the African-American soldiers fought as 
fiercely as buffaloes, and the cavalry there
after adopted the name "Buffalo Soldiers" as 
a badge of honor; 

Whereas the Buffalo Soldiers were an im
portant part of American history and served 
the United States in many States and Na
tions, including Arizona, California, Kansas, 
Louisiana, Montana, Nebraska, New York, 
Oklahoma, Texas, Utah, Vermont, Virginia, 
Cuba, Mexico, and the Philippines; 

Whereas the Buffalo Soldiers' military 
heroics included serving with Theodore Roo
sevelt and the Rough Riders during the 
Spanish-American War, and helping to cap
ture Billy the Kid and Pancho Villa; 

Whereas some Buffalo Soldiers became fa
mous African-American military officers, in
cluding Henry Flipper, Charles Young, and 
Benjamin Davis; 

Whereas the Buffalo Soldiers served with 
pride and maintained high morale and the 
lowest desertion rate in the Army, despite 
receiving the worst equipment and food, liv
ing in inadequate housing, and being sub
jected to discrimination; 

Whereas the Buffalo Soldiers were repeat
edly cited for heroism and dedication to 
duty, including numerous campaign and unit 
citations, as well as 22 individual Congres
sional Medals of Honor; 

Whereas the Buffalo Soldiers served in the 
highest tradition of the United States mili
tary, but still have not been given their 
proper place in American history; 

Whereas General Colin Powell, Chairman 
of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, recognized this 
omission in 1982 while serving as Deputy 
Commander at Fort Leavenworth, and set in 
motion efforts to construct a monument to 
these forgotten heroes; 

Whereas a monument to the Buffalo Sol
diers will be dedicated at Fort Leavenworth, 
Kansas, in July 1992, on a site where Buffalo 
Soldiers camped during the late 19th and 
early 20th centuries; and 

Whereas the Buffalo Soldier Monument 
will appropriately recognize the great sac
rifices and outstanding performance of the 
Buffalo Soldiers and their contributions to 
our Nation: Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved by the Senate and House of Rep
resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, That July 28, 1992, is des
ignated as "Buffalo Soldiers Day", and the 
President is authorized and requested to 
issue a proclamation calling upon the people 
of the United States to observe such day 
with appropriate ceremonies and activities. 

The Senate joint resolution was or
dered to be read a third time, was read 
the third time, and passed, and a mo
tion to reconsider was laid on the 
table. 

GENERAL LEAVE 
Mr. SAWYER. Mr. Speaker, I ask 

unanimous consent that all Members 
have 5 legislative days in which to re
vise and extend their remarks on the 
Senate joint resolution just passed. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gen
tleman from Ohio? 

There was no objection. 

LEGISLATIVE PROGRAM 
(Mr. SOLOMON asked and was given 

permission to address the House for 1 
minute.) 

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, I re
quest this time in order to engage the 
majority whip, the gentleman from 
Michigan [Mr. BONIOR], in a colloquy as 
to the schedule for the remainder of 
the week and for next week. 

Mr. BONIOR. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. SOLOMON. I am happy to yield 
to the majority whip, and welcome him 
back to the floor. 

Mr. BONIOR. I thank the gentleman 
from New York. It is nice to be back. 

Mr. Speaker, we will meet on Monday 
next. We have a large number of sus
pensions, as the gentleman probably 
knows, 27 suspensions. 

On Tuesday we will have votes by 
noon; Members should expect votes by 
noon on Tuesday next. Suspension 
votes will also be taken from the pre
vious day, Monday. 

On Wednesday, the 29th, and the bal
ance of the week, the following bills 
will be considered: Wednesday has been 
designated as district day. That bill 
has not been pulled yet. 

Let me just move on and suggest to 
my friend from New York that we will 
be doing the following bills for the bal
ance of the week: On Wednesday, 
Thursday, and Friday we will meet, 
and I should tell my colleague that on 
Wednesday the annual gym dinner will 
be taking place. We are aware of that. 
We want to make sure our colleagues 
are aware of the fact that we under
stand that, al though business will be 
conducted. 

The bills that will be considered on 
Wednesday next will be the VA, HUD, 
and independent agencies appropria
tions; the Commerce, Justice, State ap
propriations for fiscal year 1993; the 
Voting Rights Extension Act of 1992, 
subject to a rule. That issue is still 
being discussed and considered, I might 
tell my friend from New York. Also, 
the Miscellaneous Tariff Act bill will 
also be on the agenda for the latter 
part of the week; and the Small Busi
ness Equity Enhancement Act. 

Any votes, we will try to finish as we 
did today, by 3 next Friday. 

Mr. SOLOMON. Let me clarify what 
the majority whip has said. We will 
take up 27 suspension bills on Monday, 
then we go to Tuesday and the major
ity whip did not mention two appro
priation bills. 

Mr. BONIOR. The gentleman from 
New York is correct. The urgent sup
plemental appropriations, 1992, which 
we had hoped to take up this afternoon 
but did not, will be up, as well as the 
Labor, Health and Human Services ap
propriations for fiscal year 1993. 

Mr. SOLOMON. Very well. So there 
would then be no votes on Monday; we 
would come in and we would take up 
the 13 suspensions first on Tuesday be
fore those 2 appropriation bills? 
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Mr. BONIOR. We will do the appro

priation bills first. 
Mr. SOLOMON. Therefore, the votes 

on the 27 suspensions, if ordered, would 
then come after the debate on the 13 
suspension bills which would take 
place after the 2 appropriation bills 
were dealt with. 

Mr. BONI OR. The votes on the 27 sus
pensions, if ordered, will be taken at 
the end of the day on Tuesday. 

Now I cannot tell the gentleman with 
assurance. It depends upon the length 
of HHS and the urgent supplemental as 
to where we will be with the other 13 
suspension bills. 

Mr. SOLOMON. I see. 
If I could, I would just call to the at

tention of the majority whip the sec
ond page, the list of suspensions on 
Tuesday, No. 11. That is H.R. 3161, 
which is the Federal Property Adminis
trative Service Authorization Act. I 
would just point out to the majority 
whip that ·that is a very controversial 
bill. It is opposed by the ranking mem
ber of the relevant committee, as well 
as the administration, and certainly 
has no chance of passing on suspension. 
I would just call that to the gentle
man's attention and hope that it could 
be pulled. 

Mr. BONIOR. The whip is aware of 
the controversy on the bill, and I 
think, suffice to say, the awareness of 
its controversy is something that we 
will have to deal with in the coming 
days. 

Mr. LEACH. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. SOLOMON. I yield to the gen
tleman from Iowa. 

Mr. LEACH. If I could, Mr. Speaker, 
I would just like to raise this with the 
distinguished whip. This Member has 
been very concerned about the timely 
consideration of the Russian aid pack
age, and I stress this: As my colleague 
knows, the President requested the 
IMF replenishment 16 months ago. He 
made a very special request to the Con
gress to act by June. The other body 
has acted. 

Mr. BONIOR. That is correct. 
Mr. LEACH. And one of the great 

concerns is, as we all know, we have 
the convention and the political di
mension of the process. We also have a 
circumstance that it would be handy, 
and by "handy" I mean profoundly 
handy, to have it out of the way before 
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the recess and in time for a House-Sen
ate conference on the subject so that 
we do not delay further. And I would 
only raise one other aspect, and I do 
this as carefully as I can: 

This is one of the few bills in the his
tory of the United States in which we 
are restraining German, French, Japa
nese participation and assistance by 
our delay; that is, the delay of the Con
gress halts their assistance because it 
is tied with international financial in
stitutions in the majority. And so, as 
plaintively as I can, and given the pres
ence this week of Ambassador Strauss 
in Washington, I would urge the earli
est possible consideration and suggest 
that perhaps even next week would be 
appropriate, and is there any reason it 
could not be brought up next week? 

I realize there is the gym dinner. But 
perhaps this could be fit in before the 
dinner. 

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, before 
yielding to the majority whip, I might 
just say there are a number of us who 
are members of the platform commit
tee of the Republican National Conven
tion who do have to be down in Hous
ton on the Monday, Tuesday, and 
Wednesday before the convention, even 
though we are in session. Since the 
Democrat side was taken care of with a 
light schedule before their convention, 
I certainly hope we would get that kind 
of consideration. 

I yield to the gentleman from Michi
gan. 

Mr. BONIOR. On your point, I would 
say to the gentleman from New York 
[Mr. SOLOMON], we had a meeting ear
lier this afternoon with the minority 
leader and the minority whip, and they 
expressed to us your very concern, and 
I think we'll do the best we can to be 
accommodating. My sense is that we 
will be accommodating as best we can 
to take into consideration the concerns 
that you have and your needs that last 
week. 

On the Russian aid issue, Mr. Speak
er, I will tell my friend, the gentleman 
from Iowa [Mr. LEACH], that we had, as 
he correctly stated, meetings with Am
bassador Strauss throughout the week. 
I had two meetings with him yester
day, as well as a number of my other 
colleagues, and I want to tell my col
league that having the vote is critical, 
and I understand his need, and the need 
to move in an expeditious and a timely 
manner, and the historical significance 
of this vote. I do not deny that this is 
one of the most historically significant 
pieces of foreign legislation that we 
could address. 

Let me also add, to my friend from 
Iowa, that we, some of us, here are try
ing to get the administration to under
stand the significance of some of the 
domestic needs that we have here at 
home, and, without getting into that 
whole debate here late on a Friday 
afternoon, it is with deep respect that 
I made suggestions to the Ambassador, 

as well as others, that he take back to 
the White House, and he has because I 
talked to him today about it, with re
spect to legislation that would create 
some public works jobs and put some 
people to work here in this country. 

Now that is not to suggest that all of 
the people on our side of the aisle feel 
that this linkage is something that has 
to happen. I am just suggesting that I 
think we have a mutual concern here. 
Both of us are concerned about the 
need to take care of something as deli
cate as what is happening in the former 
Soviet Union in regard to making sure 
international obligations are met and 
that the French, and Germans and oth
ers can feel fully complemented in 
what they have done, and we can move 
expeditiously. 

On the other hand, Mr. Speaker, I 
think many Members on the other side 
of the aisle, as well as us here, feel that 
we need to take that last step. We have 
done unemployment compensation ex
tension, we are about to do an urban 
aid package, and we hope the public 
works job component, which many of 
us on both sides of the aisle have ar
gued for, will bring us all together and 
that we will be able to do this in a very 
short order. 

Mr. LEACH. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. SOLOMON. I yield to the gen
tleman from Iowa. 

Mr. LEACH. Mr. Speaker, I appre
ciate what the gentleman from Michi
gan [Mr. BONIOR] is saying, but I would 
just say as strongly as I can that there 
have been a whole series of linkages 
that have been put forth by his party. 
This gentleman has been supportive of 
most all of them, and all I would say is: 

Those are important issues that we 
are prepared to deal with forthrightly, 
but that doesn't mean they have to be 
linked, and I would certainly hope that 
this Congress acts in its own discre
tion, in its own way, on the merits of 
the issue, and this gentleman is pre
pared to be constructive in all of these 
issues. 

For the sake of historical cir
cumstance, Mr. Speaker, I would cer
tainly, as strongly as I can, suggest 
that the likelihood of a sympathetic 
package of this type of measure in my 
judgment declines over time rather 
than increases, and I hope we do not 
delay too much longer. 

Mr. SOLOMON. Reclaiming my time, 
Mr. Speaker, I think the majority whip 
wants to respond to that, but let me 
make one thing perfectly clear: 

I hope there is no linkage between 
Russian aid and some domestic pro
gram, I would say to the gentleman 
from Michigan. Don' t think for a 
minute that the Russian aid program is 
an exclusively Republican initiative by 
the White House. It is a bipartisan ef
fort of both political parties, I can as
sure you. Some of us in my political 
party do not support a id in the form of 

gifts and grants to the former Soviet 
Union, not after what they put us 
through all during the 1980's when we 
went through a peace-through-strength 
program, building up our military. We 
eventually brought down the Soviet 
Union at great expense to the tax
payers of this Nation. 

So, let us get one thing straight. Let 
us make sure there is no linkage here; 
and, if there is going to be aid to the 
former Soviet Union, it will be biparti
san because it will never come from the 
Republican side of the aisle alone. I 
will see to it. 

I yield to the minority whip. 
Mr. BONIOR. When and if it goes 

ahead, and I expect that it will, it will 
go ahead in a bipartisan fashion, and 
when and if the last component, and 
important component on domestic jobs 
for people here in this country goes 
ahead, I expect it will go ahead, as 
well, with Republican and Democratic 
support. 

Mr. SOLOMON. I thank the gen
tleman from Michigan [Mr. BONIOR], 
and I would just like to ask one further 
question on the schedule. I hate to 
take up the majority whip's time, but 
I do call attention to the fact that the 
House will meet at 10 o'clock on Tues
day, and that is unusual. We normally 
meet at 12. I would just ask this ques
tion: If the urgent supplemental is 
going to be brought up, there will be a 
vote on that rule, so there will be a 
vote early in the day. If the Labor and 
Health and Human Services appropria
tion bill is being brought up first, there 
will be no rule on that, so we would not 
expect an early vote. I would just ask 
if the majority whip knows which one 
of those bills would be brought up first. 
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Mr. BONIOR. Mr. Speaker, Labor

HHS would be first. 
Mr. SOLOMON. I think that would 

accommodate the Members, too. 
Mr. BONIOR. We are hopeful that at 

some point we can negotiate out, at 
least at this point in the week, next 
week that we come in at 9 o'clock on 
Thursday and Friday so we can get an 
earlier start and Members can have 
more time to work and Members can 
get back home to their families in the 
evening. 

Mr. SOLOMON. That sounds good to 
me, Mr. Majority Whip. 

ADJOURNMENT TO MONDAY, JULY 
27, 1992 

Mr. BONIOR. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that when the 
House adjourns today, it adjourn to 
meet at noon on Monday next. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
MCMILLEN of Maryland). Is there objec
tion to the request of the gentleman 
from Michigan? 

There was no objection. 
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WEDNESDAY BUSINESS ON 
WEDNESDAY NEXT 
Mr. BONIOR. Mr. Speaker, I ask 

unanimous consent that the business 
in order under the Calendar Wednesday 
rule be dispensed with on Wednesday 
next. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gen
tleman from Michigan? 

There was no objection. 

HOUR OF MEETING ON TUESDAY, 
JULY 28, 1992 AND THURSDAY, 
JULY 30, 1992 
Mr. BONIOR. Mr. Speaker, I ask 

unanimous consent that when the 
House adjourns on Monday, July 27, 
1992 it adjourn to meet at 10 a.m., on 
Tuesday, July 28, 1992; and that when 
the House adjourns on Wednesday, July 
29, 1992, it adjourn to meet at 9 a.m., on 
Thursday, July 30, 1992. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gen
tleman from Michigan? 

There was no objection. 

HOUR OF MEETING ON FRIDAY, 
SEPTEMBER 11, 1992 

Mr. BONIOR. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that when the 
House adjourns on Thursday, Septem
ber 10, 1992, it adjourn to meet at noon 
on Friday, September 11, 1992. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gen
tleman from Michigan? 

There was no objection. 

NAFTA AND MOVE OF SMITH
CORONA TO MEXICO 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gentle
woman from Illinois [Mrs. COLLINS] is 
recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mrs. COLLINS of Illinois. Mr. Speak
er, as President Bush and his advisors 
are rushing to complete a free-trade 
agreement with Mexico, some compa
nies are rushing to Mexico even faster. 

Earlier this week Smith Corona an
nounced that it was closing down its 
manufacturing operations in Cortland, 
NY, and moving them to Mexico. It 
will mean the loss of 775 permanent 
local jobs and 100 temporary positions. 

The move will have a devastating im
pact on the local economy. According 
to a State labor department official, 
the pullout will increase the county's 
unemployment rate by 50 percent to 
about 11 percent. Most importantly, 
the manufacturing jobs were good high 
paying jobs in the community. 

Smith Corona is not an economically 
troubled company. In fact, its net in
come was $22.1 million, an increase 
over its earnings of $19.6 million a year 
earlier. Nonetheless, the prospect of 

cheap Mexican labor appeared irresist
ible to corporate management. 

According to the company president, 
the move will cut production costs by 
80 percent and save $15 million. 

As President Bush and his trade ad
visers rush to put their signatures on a 
North American Free-Trade Agreement 
to make it still easier for companies to 
rush to Mexico for cheap labor, there 
has been little word from the White 
House about their strategy for dealing 
with the problems of these devastating 
job losses and the huge numbers of un
employed workers in the United States 
who have already lost their jobs to 
countries overseas. 

Smith Corona's move to Mexico tells 
us that with or without a free-trade 
agreement, there will continue to be 
manufacturing job losses to Mexico. 
When the President argued for fast
track authority for the approval of 
trade agreements, he promised that the 
agreements would be good, because 
they would provide side benefits, such 
as environmental protection, health 
and safety protections, and provisions 
for displaced workers. My question 
today is where are those provisions for 
those already displaced? The President 
is on record as being basically opposed 
to giving added unemployment com
pensation to those workers whose jobs 
he has already sent to Mexico, Japan, 
Germany, as well as Asian countries. 

The Bush administration appears to 
view the loss of good high-paying man
ufacturing jobs in the U.S. economy to 
be inevitable. Perhaps that is why the 
announcement by Smith Corona seems 
to have generated no response by the 
White House. Instead they choose to 
stay the course toward a North Amer
ican Free-Trade Agreement, with no 
explanation of how to restore these 
high-paying quality jobs to the econ
omy. 

Therefore, I have seen little evidence 
of these side benefits being seriously 
negotiated. An environmental catas
trophe exists for both Mexico and the 
United States along our border, yet 
there is little serious consideration of 
~ow the cleanup costs will be paid. 
There appears to be no consideration 
given to making companies like Smith 
Corona that are moving to Mexico to 
exploit its cheap labor to pay these 
costs. 

While the environmental benefits re
main in doubt, there is also concern 
that the free trade agreement, along 
with the GATT agreement currently 
being negotiated, will actually be used 
to weaken health and safety and envi
ronmental laws in the United States. 

Increasingly, U.S. laws, such as the 
requirement in the Marine Mammal 
Protection Act for dolphin-safe tuna 
fishing practices, have been attacked 
as being contrary to international 
trade agreements. 

The Committee on Energy and Com
merce recently reported House Concur-

rent Resolution 246 to express the sense 
of Congress that international trade 
agreements should not be allowed to 
weaken our laws on the environment 
and health and safety. The President 
has promised that these laws will not 
be threatened, but the Congress will 
have an opportunity soon to vote to 
make clear that it will not approve any 
agreement that jeopardizes these laws. 

ANOTHER A TT ACK ON THE 
CONSTITUTION 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gentle
woman from Maryland [Mrs. BENTLEY] 
is recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mrs. BENTLEY. Mr. Speaker, I want 
to say at the outset I agree with the 
gentlewoman from Illinois [Mrs. COL
LINS]. In fact, I am going to talk on an
other aspect of that matter right now. 

Mr. Speaker, the State of California 
has been notified by the U.S. Depart
ment of Transportation that commer
cial driver's licenses from Mexico must 
be honored by the State police. If Cali
fornia does not follow this directive, 
then Federal highway funds will be 
withheld. 

This action is an attack on the Fed
eral system both at the State level and 
in the separation of powers between 
the executive branch and the Congress. 

I understand that State law cannot 
be preempted by any agency or court 
unless it is nonconforming with exist
ing Federal law or is an unconstitu
tional act. The California commercial 
driver license standards, to the con
trary, were the result of a 1986 Federal 
law-passed by this body, supported by 
the Department of Transportation, re
quiring in all States, among other 
things, an understanding of English for 
the driver to be allowed on the roads 
with commercial loads. 

This being the case-has the power of 
the State of California and the Con
gress been circumvented-in a memo
randum of understanding signed be
tween the President and the Govern
ment of Mexico last fall? 

Yet another agreement with the Con
gress has been broken. Remember when 
we were supposed to be consulted at 
every step along the way to the North 
American Free-Trade Agreement? I do 
and this is a giant step. Correct me if 
I am wrong, but as a Member of this 
body I was not notified at the time the 
memorandum was being signed that a 
Federal law would be struck in a uni
lateral action by the executive branch, 
before we even came to a vote on the 
Mexican agreement. 

It is my understanding that the con
stitution of the State of California 
mandates a court appeal on the strik
ing of State power by the central gov
ernment, but I understand, also, that 
the current California administration 
has been strangely agreeable to this 
usurpation of power. Not so the legisla-
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ture. The legislature has passed a reso
lution calling upon the State to uphold 
the Federal law and the Teamsters 
Union is in court filing what is to all 
intents and purposes a writ of 
rnandernus to make the State obey not 
only their own constitution, but also a 
law drafted and passed by the Congress 
of the United States. 

Arn I naive? Have I missed something 
in my education or, in my understand
ing of the power of the Congress and 
the States-of the Constitution? I 
think not. 

It is inconceivable to me, as it should 
be to any member of this body that a 
President can-to all practical effect-
annex another nation to this country 
without a vote of the Congress. If this 
statement seems extreme, consider 
what it will mean when Mexican driv
ers can whiz back and forth across the 
border with relative freedom. 

Mexican drivers are paid little more 
than $7 per day. Much less than our 
hourly minimum wage. Why would a 
trucker on either side of the border 
hire an American and be bound by our 
laws when a foreign national can qual
ify if hired south of the Mexican bor
der? 

If trucks from Mexico are not even 
stopped to check the drivers' creden
tials, how long will it be, until, famili
arity breeding contempt-Mexican 
shipments run back and forth across 
the border without being stopped at 
all. 

When that border effectively dis
appears, we will have accepted the ad
dition of all of the Mexican States, plus 
the migrants through Mexico from the 
rest of Latin America, as part of our 
labor force, as our dependents. We will 
be going back to the future when half 
the United States was free and half 
slave. This time the slavery is poverty, 
ignorance and hopelessness sanctioned 
by a government over which we will 
have no control. 

Now, it is appealing to believe that 
we can-through the North American 
Free-Trade Agreement [NAFTAJ-raise 
Mexico up from the economic depths 
created by 400 years of foreign exploi
tation and corrupt governments, colo
nial rule at its worst-but it is not 
true. Transferring our manufacturing 
jobs-the source of our value-added 
wealth creation-to Mexico will impov
erish our workers more and only enrich 
an entrenched Mexican ruling class re
sponsible for the appalling conditions 
which we find there now. 
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Mr. Speaker, I yield to the gentleman 
from California [Mr. HUNTER]. 

Mr. HUNTER. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the gentlewoman for yielding to me. 

I want to thank her for her concern 
about the American trucking industry 
and also her concern about the pros
pect of having a lot of people on the 
roads of California and other States 

who are not, in some cases, able to read 
the road signs, in some cases do not 
know how to handle their rigs in a safe 
manner and, in some cases, will. in 
fact, imperil drivers on American high
ways. 

It is kind of important, when you are 
driving in the United States, to be able 
to read the words "wrong way. stop," 
and other things. The idea that this ad
ministration would in cavalier fashion 
simply wave through a host of drivers 
who have not passed the minimum 
qualifications for drivers licenses for 
having the right to operate vehicles on 
American highways is a little bit 
unnerving. I think that we in Congress 
should be very upset about this. 

Second, it is a fact, it is a tragic fact, 
but it is a fact that a lot of cocaine is 
now coming through our borders on 
trucks from Mexico, and now and again 
we make a big bust. Some of the busts 
that we make are only made when we 
have prior knowledge or intelligence 
concerning a particular vehicle. 

But what this means now is that in
stead of at least having to unload, you 
are going to have trucks from Mexico 
going throughout the United States, in 
some cases carrying narcotics. 

U.S. BORDER PATROL 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. (Mr. 

MCMILLEN of Maryland). Under a pre
vious order of the House, the gen
tleman from California [Mr. HUNTER] is 
recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. HUNTER. Mr. Speaker, let me 
thank the gentlewoman from Mary
land, once more, and just talk with her 
a little bit about what is happening on 
the border. I wanted to move into an
other area, if I could, for just a minute. 
And that is this: In recent months, the 
Border Patrol of the United States has 
been subject to a great deal of criti
cism, especially since the crash in 
Tornekla, CA, just north of the San 
Diego border. 

It was a very tragic crash in which 
some illegal aliens, who had been pur
sued at one time by the Border Patrol, 
ran into and killed a number of Amer
ican schoolchildren. It brought to light 
the great frustration with the problem 
of smuggling across the California bor
der, both the smuggling of aliens and 
also the smuggling of narcotics. 

I just wanted to say that this criti
cism of the California Border Patrol, 
which is an outstanding agency made 
up of many courageous individuals, is 
not deserved. 

The Border Patrol is a very small 
force of personnel who have now this 
massive job of, in part, securing the 
2,000-mile land border between the 
United States and Mexico. Over the 
last year or so, in the San Diego sector, 
they have increased the cocaine and 
marijuana interdiction by over 700 per
cent of what it was about a year and 
half ago. 
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They are now building a fence out of 

steel landing mats across a 14-rnile 
smugglers' corridor between Tijuana 
and San Diego. They have totally shut 
down the drive-through traffic. 

In some places, we had drug trucks 
driving through at the rate of more 
than 300 per month that would stream 
across the border and go up into the 
highway system in California and leave 
with their load of cocaine or marijuana 
to ultimately poison the young people 
of America, going right out into the 
Interstate Highway System. And the 
Border Patrol, with this very small 
group of people working with the Army 
Reserve and with the National Guard, 
is now building 14 miles of fence and 14 
miles of road across that smuggler's 
corridor. 

I just wanted to say one other thing. 
I asked the chief of the Border Patrol 
in the San Diego sector, Gus de la 
Vina, to let me know what his people 
were doing. 

The Border Patrol does not advertise. 
It is a little bit like the Secret Service. 
It does not advertise the good works of 
the agents. 

Generally, the Border Patrol makes 
the newspapers when somebody divines 
that they think the Border patrol has 
done something wrong, and then they 
are in for a healthy shot of criticism. 
But every day their people are out 
there risking their lives, not only with 
people that are smuggling aliens but 
people who are smuggling now million
dollar narcotic loads. 

I just wanted to go over a couple of 
things that have happened in the last 
several years. One agent, while he was 
performing his assigned duties in the 
Tijuana River bottom, heard gunshots 
corning from Mexico and observed two 
men being chased by four assailants. 
This agent immediately drove his serv
ice vehicle to a position between the 
assailants and the victims. These were 
people who were shooting at illegal 
aliens. And he pulled the victims to 
cover behind his vehicle, even as gun
fire was being directed toward the vic
tims. Pulling his weapon, he prudently 
held fire to avoid hitting innocent peo
ple directly behind the assailants. 

After the assailants fled, this agent 
immediately called for emergency as
sistance and rendered first aid to one of 
the victims who sustained a gunshot 
wound to the chest. 

My colleagues will notice I did not 
give any name to that Border Patrol 
agent. That is because it is the custom 
of the Border Patrol not to release or 
reveal the names of their agents who 
are involved in a war on a daily basis 
protecting American interests. 

Here is another agent, January 5, 
1991. This agent was performing patrol 
duties in North County, San Diego 
County, and two fellow agents re
quested backup for a suspected smug
gling load they were in pursuit of on 
northbound 1-5. The driver of the 



19350 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-HOUSE July 24, 1992 
smuggling load was driving in an eva
sive manner when he realized he could 
not shake his pursuers. He slowed his 
vehicle to around 15 miles an hour and 
jumped out, leaving the van in gear. 

The van continued down the high
way, out of control. This agent was 
able to position the service vehicle be
side the van, and he was then able to 
jump from the service vehicle. He is a 
Border Patrol man, leaping from a 
moving car on the highway. This is 
like an old John Wayne movie, leaping 
onto the lead horse in the stagecoach. 

He was able to jump from his vehicle 
into the smuggler's vehicle. At this 
time the agent was able to stop the 
van, saving the 15 Mexican nationals in 
the back of the van from almost cer
tain injury or death, another example 
of Border Patrol men saving lives. 

These are lives of people who have 
been smuggled illegally into the coun
try. For this there were no parades, no 
tickertape. There was no writeup in 
the newspaper. This was just another 
day at the job for a Border Patrol man, 
leaping from a moving car on a freeway 
into another one to save the lives of 
the people that you are paid to stop at 
the border. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield to the gentle
woman from Maryland [Mrs. BENTLEY]. 

Mrs. BENTLEY. Mr. Speaker, I 
thank the gentleman for yielding to 
me. I think we should let our audience 
know that the gentleman's district ac
tually goes right down to the Mexican 
border. The gentleman is very familiar 
with all of this activity. 

Mr. HUNTER. My district covers the 
entire California-Mexican border and 
goes literally from the ocean, from the 
border right there at Tijuana and San 
Diego all the way to Yuma, AZ. 

I thank this gentlewoman, inciden
tally. We might mention that her dis
trict is in Maryland and yet she cares 
enough about our truckers to point out 
this injustice by allowing unlicensed 
truckers to ride on our highways. 

House Committee: 
Agriculture: 

0 1510 
COMMUNICATION FROM THE 

CHAIRMAN OF THE COMMITTEE 
ON THE BUDGET REGARDING 
CURRENT LEVEL OF SPENDING 
AND REVENUES FOR FISCAL 
YEARS 1992-1993 
The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 

MCMILLEN of Maryland). Under a pre
vious order of the House, the gen
tleman from California [Mr. PANETTA] 
is recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. PANETIA. Mr. Speaker, on behalf of 
the Committee on the Budget and as chair
man of the Committee on the Budget, pursu
ant to the procedures of the Committee on the 
Budget and section 311 of the Congressional 
Budget Act of 197 4, as amended, I am sub
mitting for printing in the CONGRESSIONAL 
RECORD the official letter to the Speaker advis
ing him of the current level of revenues for fis
cal years 1992 through 1996 and spending for 
fiscal year 1992. Spending levels for fiscal 
year 1993 through 1996 are not included be
cause annual appropriations acts for those 
years have not been enacted. 

This is the eighth report of the 102d Con
gress for fiscal year 1992. This report is based 
on the aggregate levels and committee alloca
tions for fiscal years 1992 through 1996 as 
contained in House Report 102-69, the con
ference report to accompany House Concur
rent Resolution 121. 

The term "current level" refers to the esti
mated amount of budget authority, outlays, en
titlement authority, and revenues that are 
available-or will be used-for the full fiscal 
year in question based only on enacted law. 

As chairman of the Budget Committee, I in
tend to keep the House informed regularly on 
the status of the current level. 

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, 
COMMITTEE ON THE BUDGET, 

Washington, DC, July 22, 1992. 
Hon. THOMAS s. FOLEY. 
Speaker, U.S. House of Representatives, Wash

ington, DC. 
DEAR MR. SPEAKER: To facilitate enforce

ment under sections 302 and 311 of the Con
gressional Budget Act, as amended, I am 
herewith transmitting the status report on 
the current level of revenues for fiscal years 
1992 through 1996 and spending estimates for 
fiscal year 1992, under H. Con. Res. 121, the 
Concurrent Resolution on the Budget for 
Fiscal Year 1992. Spending levels for fiscal 
years 1993 through 1996 are not included be
cause annual appropriations acts for those 
years have not been enacted. 

The enclosed tables also compare enacted 
legislation to each committee's 602(a) alloca-

DIRECT SPENDING LEGISLATION 
[Fistal years, in millions of dollars] 

1992 
NEA 

BA OLS 

Appropriate level ................................................................................ .............................. .. . 0 
-2 

0 
-2 Current level .......................................................... . 

Difference .................................................................... .................................................... . 

Armed Services: 
Appropriate Level ........................... .................................................... ............. ... . 
Current level ...................................................................................... . 

Difference .......................................•............................................ 

-2 -2 

0 
-7 

tion of discretionary new budget authority 
and new entitlement authority. The 602(a) 
allocations to House Committees made pur
suant to H. Con. Res. 121 were printed in the 
statement of managers accompanying the 
conference report on the resolution (H. Re
port 102-69). 

Sincerely, 
LEONE. PANETTA, 

Chairman. 

REPORT TO THE SPEAKER OF THE U.S. HOUSE OF REP
RESENTATIVES: FROM THE COMMITIEE ON THE BUDGET 
ON THE STATUS OF THE FISCAL YEAR 1992 CONGRES
SIONAL BUDGET ADOPTED IN HOUSE CONCURRENT 
RESOLUTION 121 REFLECTING COMPLETED ACTION AS 
OF JULY 21, 1992 

[On-budget amounts. in millions of dollars] 

Fistal year Fistal years 
1992 1992-96 

Appropriate level: 
Budget authority .. ........................... .. 1,269,300 6,591,900 
Outlays ............................................. . 1.201,600 6,134,100 
Revenues .......................................... . 850,400 4,832,00 

Current level: 
Budget authority ................... ....... .... . 1,269,681 NA 
Outlays ..... ... ..................................... . 1,205,942 NA 
Revenues ............................... ........... . 853,366 4,834,000 

Current level over(+)/under ( - ) appro-
priate level: 

Budget authority .............................. . +381 NA 
Outlays ............................................. . +4.342 NA 
Revenues .......................................... . +2,966 +2.000 

Note.-NA=Not applicable because annual appropriations acts for those 
years have not been enacted. 

BUDGET AUTHORITY 
Any measure that provides new budget or 

entitlement authority for fiscal year 1992 
that is not included in the current level esti
mate for that year, if adopted and enacted, 
would cause the appropriate level of budget 
authority for that year as set forth in H. 
Con. Res. 121, to be exceeded. 

OUTLAYS 
Any measure that (1) provides new budget 

or entitlement authority that is not included 
in the current level estimate for fiscal year 
1992, and (2) increases outlays in fiscal year 
1992, if adopted and enacted, would cause the 
appropriate level of outlays for that year as 
set forth in H. Con. Res. 121, to be exceeded. 

REVENUES 
Any measure that would result in a reve

nue loss that is not included in the current 
level revenue estimate and exceeds $2,966 
million for fiscal year 1992, if adopted and en
acted, would cause revenues to be less than 
the appropriate level for that year as set 
forth in H. Con. Res. 121. Any measure that 
would result in a revenue loss that is not in
cluded in the current level revenue estimate 
for fiscal years 1992 through 1996, if adopted 
and enacted, would cause revenues to be less 
than the appropriate level for those years as 
set forth in H. Con. Res. 121. 

1992-96 

BA 

0 3,720 
-1 - 1 

-1 -3,719 

0 
-7 

-7 ········ ······················ 

OLS 

3,540 
-1 

-3,539 

0 
-83 

83 

NEA 

4,716 
(I) 

-4.716 

83 
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Banking, Finance and Urban Affairs: 
Appropriate level .... ..... ............................................................................................ ............... . 
Current level ......... ....... ............. ............................................................................................. . 

Difference .................. .................................................. ... .. .... ............................................. . 

District of Columbia: 
Appropriate level ...... .. ........... .................................................................................. ............... . 
Current level ............................ ............................... ..................... .......................................... . 

Difference ....................... ..... ............................................................................................. . 

Education and Labor: 
Appropriate level .................................................................................................................... . 
Current level ....................................... ... .......... .... .. ............................... ........ ............... ....... .. 

Difference ..... ............................................................................................. ....................... . 

Energy and Commerce: 
Appropriate level ....................... ............................................................................................. . 
Current level ..... ...................... .......... .. ........................... ....... .......................... ....................... . 

Difference ....................... ............................................. .... .................................................. . 

Foreign Affairs: 
Appropriate level .............. ...................................................................................................... . 
Current level ...... ... ......................... ............... ... ......... ....... .. .......... .......................................... . 

Difference ........ ........................... ............................................. ....... ................ .... ............... . 

Government Operations: 
Appropriate level ........ ...... .. ........... ........... ............... ....... ... ............... .................... ........ .......... . 
Current level .......................................................................................................................... . 

Difference .......................................................................................................................... . 

House Administration: 
Appropriate level .............. ........................ .. ..................... ... ...... ........................... ................... . 
Current level ....................................... ........................................... ....... ....... ... .................... ... . 

Difference ........................................... ......... ................ ...................................................... . 

Interior and Insular Affairs: 

[Fiscal years, in millions of dollars] 

BA 

1992 

0 
28 

+28 

0 
-305 

-305 

OLS 

0 
28 

+28 

0 
-270 

-270 

NEA 

56 
-305 

-249 

BA 

1992-96 

0 
177 

+177 

0 
-329 

-329 

OLS 

0 
177 

+177 

0 
-339 

-339 

NEA 

20,153 
- 350 

-20,503 

~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ 

~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ 

Appropriate level ...................... ............ .. .. ...... .. .. ............... . ................. ... ...................... ...... ..... 0 0 
Current level ....................... ......................................................................... ........................... - 2 - 2 

~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ 

Difference ............................ .. ..... ..................................... ... ....................... .................... ..... - 2 - 2 ... ... ................................ . . +5 +5 ......... ... ........................... . 

Judiciary: 
Appropriate level .... ....... .......................................................................................................... O O 0 
Current level .................................... ............. .... .. ...... .. ............ ...... .. ........................................ 16 16 16 

~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ 

Difference ........................................................................................................................... ............. ... .. ............ .............................. ....... .............. ................... +16 +16 +16 

Merchant Marine and Fisheries: 
Appropriate level ................................. .. :......... ........ ......................... ............................. ... ....... O O 
Current level ........................................................................................................................... (1) (1) 

~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ 

Difference ........................... ................................................................................................ .............................. .............................. (' ) ........................... .............................. (') 

Post Office and Civil Service: 
Appropriate level ............................................ ................... ... .................................................. . 
Current level .......................................................................................................................... . 

Difference .................................... .. ............................. ............................................. ......... . 

Public Works and Transportation: 
Appropriate level .......... .............. ..................... .. ......... .................. .. ......................................... 16,358 117,799 
Current level ................................................. ........................ ... ... ............................................ 18,514 .......... .................... ........................................ 113,048 

~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ 

Difference ....................................................................................................... .................... +2,156 -4,751 

Science, Space, and Technology: 
Appropriate level ........ ..................................................................... ....................................... . 
Current level ................................................................................................... .... ................... . 

Difference .......................................................................... .. .............................................. . 

Small Business: 
Appropriate level .............. .................... ............. ....... .. ... ............................ ................. .......... .. . 
Current level ............................................................................... .......................................... . 

Difference ............................. .. .............. ............................................................................. . .............................. ........................................ . ............................. .............................. . ....................................... 

Veterans' Affairs: 
Appropriate level ................................................................................................... .. ............... . 0 484 0 0 6,811 
Current level ......................................................................................................................... . - 3 378 -4 15 2,182 

~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ 

Difference ........ .......... ................. ....................................................................................... . -3 +2 - 106 - 4 +15 - 4,629 

0 0 0 0 0 620 
8,016 8,016 8,986 12.835 12,835 14,295 

Ways and Means: 
Appropriate level ......... ...................................................... .... ................. ................................ . 
Current level ........ ....... ............................................ ............................................................... . 

Difference .................................................................................................. ........................ . +8,016 +8,016 +8,986 +12,835 +12,835 +13,675 

Permanent Select Committee on Intelligence: 
0 0 0 0 0 0 

(I) (I) (I) (I) (I) (I) 
Appropriate level .................................................................................................................... . 
Current level ................................................... ............................ ... ........................................ . 

Difference ............................................................... ........................................................... . (I) (I) (I) (I) (I) +l 

• Less than $500,000. 
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[In millions of dollars] 

Revised 602(b) subdivisions Latest current level Difference 

Budget authority Outlays Budget authority Outlays Budget authority Outlays 

Commerce-Justice-State-judiciary .................................................................................................. 21 ,070 20,714 21,088 20,721 18 7 
Defense ..................................... .................................................. ..................................................... 270,244 275,222 262,763 272,658 -7,481 -2,564 
District of Columbia .............. .............................. ........................... ................................................ 700 690 700 690 0 0 
Energy and Water development ...................................................................................................... 21 ,875 20,770 21,870 20,718 -5 -52 
Foreign operations ..................................... .............................. ................. .................................. .... 15.285 13,556 14,295 13,449 -990 -107 
Interior ............................................................... .............................................................................. 13,102 12,050 13,077 12,186 -25 136 
Labor, Health and Human Services, and Education ............... ....................................................... 59,087 57,797 59,074 57,832 -13 35 
Legislative ............................................................................. .......................................................... 2,344 2,317 2,303 2,270 -41 -47 
Military construction ....................................................................................................................... 8,564 8.482 8,427 8,413 -137 -69 
Rural development, agriculture, and related agencies .............................................................. .. .. 12,299 11,226 12,285 11,220 -14 -6 
Transportation ......................................... ........................................................................... .......... ... 13,765 31 ,800 13,752 31 ,798 -13 -2 
Treasury-Postal Service ................................................................................................ ................... 10,825 11,120 10,824 11,119 - 1 -1 
VA-HUD-Independent agencies ................... ............................................. ...................................... 63,953 61 ,714 63,315 61,707 -638 -7 

~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ 

Grand total .................................................................................... .................................... 513,113 527,458 

U.S. CONGRESS, 
CONGRESSIONAL BUDGET OFFICE, 

Washington, DC, July 22, 1992. 
Hon. LEONE. PANE'ITA, 
Chairman, Committee on the Budget, House of 

Representatives, Washington, DC. 
DEAR MR. CHAIRMAN: Pursuant to section 

308(b) and in aid of section 311 of the Con
gressional Budget Act, as amended, this let
ter and supporting detail provide an up-to
date tabulation of the on-budget current lev
els of new budget authority, estimated out
lays, and estimated revenues for fiscal year 
1992 in comparison with the appropriate lev
els for those items contained in the 1992 Con
current Resolution on the Budget 
(H.Con.Res. 121). This report is tabulated as 
of close of business July 21, 1992, and is sum
marized as follows: 

[In millions of dollars] 

Budget res- Current House cur- olution (H. level+/-rent level Con. Res. resolution 121) 

Budget authority ....................... 1,269,681 1,269,300 +381 
Outlays ...................................... 1,205,942 1,201,600 +4,342 
Revenues: 

1992 ................................. 853,366 850,400 +2,966 
1992-96 ........................... 4,834,000 4,832,000 +2,000 

Since my last report, dated June 3, 1992, 
the Congress has cleared and the President 
has signed a bill providing disaster assist
ance for Los Angeles and Chicago (P.L. 102-
302) and Unemployment Compensation 
Amendments (P.L. 102-318). The Congress has 
also cleared for the President's signature the 
Higher Education Amendments bill (S. 1150), 
and H.R. 5412, providing for the transfer of 
certain naval vessels. These actions changed 
the estimates of budget authority, outlays 
and revenues. 

Sincerely, 
JAMES L. BLUM 

(For Robert D. Reischauer). 

PARLIAMENTARIAN STATUS REPORT 102D CONG., 2D 
SESS., HOUSE-ON-BUDGET SUPPORTING DETAIL FOR 
FISCAL YEAR 1992 AS OF CLOSE OF BUSINESS JULY 
21, 1992 

Budget au
thority Outlays Revenues 

ENACTED IN PREVIOUS SESSIONS 
Revenues ................................... ... . 853,364 
Permanents and other spending 

legislation ................................. 807,617 727,237 
Appropriation legislation ............... 686,331 703,643 
Mandatory adjustments 1 .............. (1,208) 950 
Offsetting receipts ........................ (232,542) (232,542) 

~~~~~~~~~~ 

Total previously enacted 2 1,260,198 1,199,288 853,364 

ENACTED THIS SESSION 
Emergency unemployment com

pensation extension (Public 
law 102-244) ......................... . 2,706 2,706 .............. .. 

PARLIAMENTARIAN STATUS REPORT 1020 CONG., 2D 
SESS., HOUSE-ON-BUDGET SUPPORTING DETAIL FOR 
FISCAL YEAR 1992 AS OF CLOSE OF BUSINESS JULY 
21, 1992~ontinued 

Budget au
thority Outlays Revenues 

American technology preeminence 
(Public Law 102-245) ............. . 

Further continuing appropriations, 
1992 (Public Law 102- 266) • 

Extend certain expiring veterans' 
programs (Public Law 102-
291) ......................................... . 

1992 rescissions (Public Law 
102-298) ................................. . 

Disaster assistance for Los Ange
les and Chicago (Public Law 
102-302) 5 ... ... ....... .... .. ........... .. 

Unemployment compensation 
(Public Law 102-318) ............. . 

Total enacted this session 

PENDING SIGNATURE 
Higher education amendments (S. 

1150) ...................................... .. 
Tran sf er of certain naval vessels 

(H.R. 5412) ...... .......... .............. . 

MANDATORY ADJUSTMENTS 1 

Technical correction to the Food 
Stamp Act (Public Law 102-
265) ......................................... . 

(3) 

14,178 5,724 

(3) (3) 

(8,154) (2,499) 

81 15 

980 980 

9,788 6,923 (3) 

(305) (270) 

(3) 

Total current level ......... .. 1,269,681 1,205,942 853,366 
Total budget resolution ................. 1,269,300 1,201,600 850,400 

Amount remaining: 
Over budget resolu-

tion ..................... 381 4,342 2,966 
Under budget reso-

lution ................. . 

1 Adjustments required to conform with current law estimates for entitle
ments and other mandatory programs in the concurrent resolution on the 
budget (H. Con. Res. 121). 

2 Excludes the continuing resolution enacted last session (Public Law 
102- 145) that expired Mar. 31, 1992. 

J Less than $500,000. 
4 In accordance with section 25l(a)(2)(D)(i) of the Budget Enforcement 

Act the amount shown for Public Law 102-266 does not include 
$107,000,000 in budget authority and $28,000,000 in outlays in emergency 
funding for SBA disaster loans. 

5 In accordance with section 25l(a)(2)(D)(i) of the Budget Enforcement 
Act the amount shown for Public Law 102-302 does not include 
$995,000,000 in budget authority and $537,000,000 in outlays in emergency 
funding. 

Note.-Amounts in parentheses are negative. 

PAPERWORK THREATENS OUR 
NATION'S SMALL BANKS 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gen
tleman from Illinois [Mr. ANNUNZIO] is 
recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. ANNUNZIO. Mr. Speaker, excessive 
bank regulation is strangling our economy by 
making bankers spend more time filling out 
Government forms then in approving loans. 

A recent article entitled "Adding Banks to 
Endangered Species List" by Dennis Jacobe 
in the Washington Times tells the results of 
this over regulation on small banks. Mr. 

503,773 524,781 -9,340 -2,677 

Jacobe relates how one small community 
bank in Missouri is for sale because its board 
of directors can no longer keep up with ever
changing Federal regulations. The local com
munity is going to lose its locally owned and 
controlled bank because of Federal paperwork 
burdens. 

Mr. Jacobe points out how community 
banks are the institutions which must lead us 
out of the current recession, since they are the 
institutions which lend to small and medium 
size businesses. It is those businesses which 
create most of the jobs in the country. Without 
them, we have no hope of ending the current 
recession and returning to prosperity. They 
must have access to the credit that they get 
from community banks. Those banks must be 
allowed to make loans, rather than waste time 
filling out useless Government forms. 

Mr. Jacobe's article shows that small and 
medium size banks are stronger than the na
tion's largest banks. His analysis is confirmed 
by an article in the July issue of the Federal 
Reserve Bulletin, which shows that small and 
medium banks have higher risk-based capital 
ratios than large banks. Smaller banks are 
healthier than larger banks. 

Mr. Speaker, we need to reduce the unnec
essary paperwork burden that is driving small 
banks out of business. It is good supervision, 
not good paperwork, which protects the de
posit insurance funds from loss. We can main
tain safe and sound banks without unneces
sary paperwork. Mr. Jacobe's article is an ex
cellent discussion of the risk we run of burying 
our community banks under tons of paper. 

I recommend Mr. Jacobe's article to the 
Members, and ask unanimous consent that it 
be printed in the RECORD. 

[From the Washington Times, May 30, 1992] 
ADDING SMALL BANKS TO ENDANGERED 

SPECIES LIST 
(By Dennis Jacobe) 

The bank president couldn't have been 
more blunt. Our board of directors is fed up 
with the Feds, he said, so we're giving up and 
selling out. 

After nearly a century and a quarter, the 
small Bank of Atchison County in Rock 
Port, Mo., is on the block. It is for sale, in 
large part, because of the near-impossible 
task of keeping up with ever-changing fed
eral regulations, the bank's president said in 
a recent letter to the Federal Deposit Insur
ance Corp. 

This is not the first time the directors of a 
community-oriented bank or thrift institu
tion have made the decision to sell out be
cause of frustration with the federal regu-
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latory and supervisory process. Unfortu
nately, it likely will not be the last, either. 

This is unfortunate for the individuals in
volved, for their communities, and for the 
nation at large, because the data show that 
local institutions of this type-and not inter
national and money-center megabanks-are 
the backbone of our nation's banking sys
tem. 

Economic recovery and sustained eco
nomic growth hinge upon the ability of com
munity-banking institutions to survive and 
to prosper. 

Community banking institutions-com
mercial banks and thrift or savings institu
tions-derive the bulk of their funding from 
savers. They lend primarily to home buyers, 
consumers, local builders and other small 
and medium-size businesses. 

Roughly, 9,250 of the nation's 13,500 banks 
and thrifts have assets or investment port
folios of $100 million or less. Their combined 
assets represent less than 10 percent of the 
total for all banks. In contrast, 27 inter
nationally oriented banks control nearly 25 
percent of the individual's assets. 

But are these biggest banks our strongest 
and most reliable source of financing? A look 
at their books on Dec. 31, 1991, showed they 
had a return on assets of a mere 0.26 percent, 
and their trouble assets represented 82.2 per
cent of their capital-capital that is the buff
er between a bank's survival and a taxpayer 
bailout. 

In stark contrast, the remaining banks and 
thrifts had a return on assets of 0.64 percent, 
and troubled assets of 37.3 percent of capital. 
The bulk of those institutions fit the com
munity bank profile. 

With the nation's economy struggling to 
recover from extended recession. Washington 
needs to focus sharply on improving the op
era ting environment for community banks. 
They, after all, provide three times the home 
mortgage loans of the megabanks. They pro
vide more consumer credit as well. 

Most important in this period of economic 
recovery is the role community-oriented in
stitutions play in financing small and me
dium-sized business. 

A Small Business Administration study 
covering the period 197&-1988 showed that 
firms with 20 employees or less created 37 
percent of the new jobs. Some 60 percent of 
all new jobs were created by firms with fewer 
than 500 employees. 

These small and medium-size business are 
not customers of the megabanks. According 
to the Federal Reserve, these business deal 
almost exclusively with local institutions, 
such as the one for sale in Missouri. 

Clearly, economic recovery and sustained 
growth depend heavily on the availability of 
businesses to find financing. Washington 
must adjust its regulatory and supervisory 
responses accordingly. 

For starters, the regulatory reporting bur
den must be reduced. Federal Reserve Board 
Chairman Alan Greenspan recently criticized 
Washington for weighing down the banking 
sector. New laws enacted last year have im
posed "significant costs by absorbing real re
sources and removing desirable flexibility," 
Mr. Greenspan said in Chicago. The Amer
ican Bankers Association estimates the cost 
to banks of required regulatory reports and 
other compliance measures at possibly as 
much as Sl billion annually. 

Secondly, the regulatory and supervisory 
environment must be stabilized. The rules of 
the game change too rapidly and foster un
certainty among lenders. It becomes difficult 
if not impossible to plan long range. Normal 
risk-taking is avoided out of fear that a 

change in Washington's mood will suddenly 
disallow a practice that has been considered 
good business in the past. The credit crunch 
that has gripped this nation for more than 
two years will only be alleviated when Wash
ington stops micromanaging the lenders' 
marketplace. 

Finally, some means must be found to 
moderate the competitive impact of federal 
deposit insurance premiums paid by banks 
and thrifts to the Federal Deposit Insurance 
Corp. These are the funds used to pay off de
positors when banks fail. 

The premiums paid have nearly tripled 
over the past decade, and they are likely to 
rise again soon. Lending institutions cannot 
continue to eat these costs. They will have 
to be passed along to customers. When they 
are passed along, bank products become dis
advantaged in contrast to those of non
financial firms, such as money market mu-
tual funds. . 

Unfortunately for the small and medium
sized businesses, these non-financial firms 
are rarely if ever a source of financing for 
business startup and expansion. 

Washington has much to do if the valuable 
economic resource represented by commu
nity lending institutions is to be unleashed 
to help lead us out of recession. 

AMERICA'S NATIONAL GUARD AND 
ARMED FORCES IN RESERVE 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gen
tleman from Mississippi [Mr. MONT
GOMERY] is recognized for 10 minutes. 

Mr. MONTGOMERY. Mr. Speaker, I 
have just learned that in the other 
body they have completed marking up 
in the full Senate Committee on Armed 
Services the armed services bill to run 
our Nation in our defense for the next 
fiscal year, starting in October. 

As most of my colleagues know, I 
have been very active in trying to keep 
a strong National Guard and Reserve 
for this country. I have had some dis
agreements with the Defense Depart
ment. They would like to cut our Re
serve forces, and maybe in my opinion 
cut those forces too much. We have 
added strengths back to the Reserves, 
about which the Defense Department 
was not particularly happy, but it is 
good news that the Senate has gone 
along with what the House has done in 
making a strong National Guard and 
Reserve. 

In fact, the Defense Department had 
sent over to the Congress a request to 
close one out of every three armories 
in the National Guard of this country. 
One out of every three would be closed 
in my State and in other States around 
the Nation. These armories in these 
different small communities are really 
the center of activity for that commu
nity, and it would have been a very 
very serious mistake if we would have 
closed one out of every three armories 
in this country. 

I am happy to say today, and that is 
the reason I am taking the floor, it 
looks like we will be able to protect 
the strength levels of the Guard and 
Reserve. The National Guard and Re
serve is a good buy for the taxpayers. 
It costs the taxpayers one-third of the 

amount of money that it would cost to 
run an active duty unit, doing the 
same type of training, such as a tank 
battalion versus a National Guard tank 
battalion. It costs one-third to have 
that tank battalion in the National 
Guard and Reserve. 

Maybe in some cases the training is 
not as good, maybe that Reserve or Na
tional Guard unit might not be as ef
fective, but if we give the Guard and 
Reserve the time to train, to get ready, 
give them equipment, give them good 
lesson plans, then it works out for the 
National Guard and Reserve. 

A one-third savings on a military 
unit is quite a bit, and as we cut back 
on our military uni ts around the coun
try and our forces around the world, it 
does make a lot of good common sense 
to turn these missions over to the Re
serves. 

I am a little concerned about going 
too far in cutting our defense forces. 
When we spend money on defense, and 
if we are spending money in a correct 
manner, we get two things for that 
money: We get a strong defense and we 
give jobs to people. We give jobs to peo
ple, both in the military that wear the 
uniform, and we give civilian jobs. The 
Members would be surprised, when we 
cut back on military spending in the 
civilian sector, how much it affects 
those individuals. I would much rather 
have these people in the civilian sector 
having a job, not having to be on un
employment or getting on welfare, as 
it may be, if they cannot find another 
job. 

We have felt very strongly here in 
the Congress that we need a strong Na
tional Guard and Reserve. We do not 
need to cut them back that much. The 
same thing applies to our active duty 
forces. I am worried about the cut
backs of our shipbuilding facilities 
that we have around the country, of 
building naval warships. We have good 
facilities in Virginia, Maine, and Mis
sissippi and a few other States where 
we built good battleships, built good 
cruisers, destroyers, and carriers. 
Under the cutback of the defense pro
gram that has been recommended, we 
might have to close some of these ship
yards. When we close a shipyard, we 
put a lot of people out of work. The 
problem is we just cannot start that 
shipyard back up overnight. 

We know that we have a lot of good 
things out in front of us now with the 
fall of the Soviet Union. It is really not 
there any more. The missiles aimed at 
this Capitol today have been turned 
off. Those missiles are not on in Rus
sia, in the Ukraine, so that is a good 
sign. However, there are a lot of prob
lems in the world, even though the So
viet Union is gone. We have a lot of 
other areas we should be concerned 
about. Saddam Hussein is not gone in 
Iraq. He is giving us problems. We saw 
what happened in Panama. 

My point is that we just do not want 
to close down our shipyards, our big 
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foundries, because we cannot start 
them back up again quickly if we need 
to. We will get in trouble. We did a 
pretty good job getting started again 
after World War I when we had to go 
into World War II. 

I think we will make it. 
AMERICA'S VETERANS 

Mr. Speaker, I would like to shift 
into another subject, if I may. I am 
talking about the two subjects I know 
best, Defense and the National Guard 
and Reserve, and veterans' programs. 

We are proud of our veterans that we 
have in this country. We have about 25 
million veterans that are living now. 
We are losing too many of our veter
ans. Maybe we have less than 50,000 
World War I veterans left. Three years 
ago we had over 200,000, but these great 
veterans of World War I have reached 
the ages of 88, 89, maybe 90 years of 
age, and they are leaving us. 

We have some veterans that marched 
off to war at the different times our 
country has needed to call, and they 
have been doing the job. We do have an 
obligation. I am chairman of the House 
Committee on Veterans' Affairs, as my 
colleagues know, and we need to help 
these people. Congress is the best 
friend that the veteran has. We have 
some wonderful programs out there. 

As I mentioned, we have about 25 
million veterans still living, and when 
we count their dependents, which are 
about another 50 million, we have over 
75 million veterans and their depend
ents living in this country today. Many 
of them do depend on our veterans' 
services. 

We are very proud of our veterans' 
hospitals, as I tell my colleagues 
today. We have 171 hospitals. We had 
172 hospitals, but we closed one down 
in California only recently because 
that hospital was located on a fault out 
there, an earthquake fault. It made 
sense and we had to close that hospital. 

We are very proud of the service we 
give these veterans, as my colleagues 
know here today. 

D 1520 
We feel because of our 171 hospitals 

and our 234 outpatient clinics, and be
cause of our many veterans' nursing 
homes and State veterans' nursing 
homes, these veterans, because of the 
service they have given their country, 
are now being helped out, and they are 
living in less pain because of these vet
erans' hospitals, and they are living a 
lot longer. I hope we can continue that 
service. 

Next week on the House floor we will 
vote on a bill that will pertain to ap
propriations on the Veterans' Commit
tee, and from the Appropriations Com
mittee that we have authorized, and 
that will be funded next week. We 
would like to get more money, but we 
all know of the budget crunch that we 
have, and we do have some problems on 
funding. But I hope my colleagues, 

when we vote on this appropriation 
bill, will be fair, as they have been in 
the past to our veterans, and will see 
that they are properly taken care of. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield back the balance 
of my time. 

COMMUNICATION FROM CHAIRMAN 
OF PERMANENT SELECT COM
MITTEE ON INTELLIGENCE 
The SPEAKER pro tempore laid be

fore the House the following commu
nication from the chairman of the Per
manent Select Committee on Intel
ligence: 

PERMANENT SELECT COMMITTEE 
ON INTELLIGENCE, 

Washington, DC, July 24, 1992. 
Hon. THOMAS s. FOLEY' 
Speaker, House of Representatives, 
Washington, DC. 

DEAR MR. SPEAKER: This is to notify you 
pursuant to Rule L of the Rules of the House 
that the Permanent Select Committee on In
telligence has been served with a subpoena 
issued by the United States District Court 
for the District of Columbia in connection 
with a trial that is ongoing in that court. 

After consultation with the General Coun
sel, I will notify you of my determination as 
required by the Rule. 

Sincerely, 
DAVE MCCURDY, 

Chairman. 

COMMUNICATION FROM THE HON
ORABLE JOE KOLTER, THE HON
ORABLE AUSTIN MURPHY, AND 
THE HONORABLE DAN ROSTEN
KOWSKI, MEMBERS OF CON
GRESS 
The SPEAKER pro tempore laid be

fore the House the following commu
nication from the Honorable JOE KOL
TER, the Honorable AUSTIN MURPHY, 
and the Honorable DAN ROSTENKOWSKI, 
Members of Congress: 

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, 
Washington, DC, July 24, 1992. 

Hon. THOMAS s. FOLEY, 
Speaker of the House, Congress of the United 

States, Washington, DC. 
DEAR MR. SPEAKER: On July 22, 1992, we re

ceived subpoenas issued by the United States 
Attorney for the District of Columbia. These 
subpoenas were issued on the day that the 
task force organized by the Committee 
House on Administration to investigate the 
House Post Office released its report finding 
no merit whatsoever to any allegations that 
we or anyone else abused the stamp procure
ment process of the House. 

Pursuant to House Rule 50, we are advising 
you of our receipt of these subpoenas. We 
also are advising you that we do not expect 
to assert any legislative privilege with re
gard to the subpoenas. However, for the rea
sons stated in the accompanying letter, we 
will assert other constitutional privileges to 
stop this fishing expedition and political 
witch hunt once and for all. 

It is amazing that the U.S. Attorney is 
continuing this investigation when the task 
force report so thoroughly resolves any of 
the issues within the proper scope of the in
vestigation. Moreover, every report of every 
former employee of the House Post Office 
has refuted any notion that we engaged in 

any conduct that the U.S. Attorney could le
gitimately investigate. In order to check the 
U.S. Attorney's exercise of uncontrolled 
power to waste taxpayer money on an im
proper and groundless investigation and to 
preserve our constitutional right to be free 
from political harassment and persecutorial 
overreaching, we have written the accom
panying letter we now make part of the 
record in this matter. 

Sincerely, 
JOE KOLTER. 
AUSTIN MURPHY. 
DAN RoSTENKOWSKI. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Without 
objection, the accompanying cor
respondence will be included in the 
RECORD. 

There was no objection. 
The correspondence referred to fol

lows: 
HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, 

Washington, DC, July 24, 1992. 
Re: Grand jury matter 91-3. 
JAY B. STEPHENS, Esquire, U.S. Attorney, 

District of Columbia, Washington, DC. 
DEAR MR. STEPHENS: On July 22, 1992, each 

of us was served with subpoenas issued by 
John Campbell in your office. These subpoe
nas called for us to appear to testify less 
than a week later on July 28, 1992. 

The day these subpoenas were served, a re
port was issued by the Committee on House 
Administration, pursuant to House Resolu
tion 340 relating to an investigation of the 
House Post Office. The report was the result 
of a five-month study which addressed every 
conceivable issue arising out of the oper
ation and management of the House Post Of
fice, including all the topics in which your 
office could possibly be interested. 

While containing some disagreements, the 
report is clear that there is no evidence 
whatsoever that any of us took part in any 
way in activities that would violate any fed
eral law or rule. Nothing in the report would 
warrant further investigation by you or a 
grand jury. 

According to statements made by rep
resentatives of your office, your investiga
tion has been premised solely on newspaper 
accounts of one person, Jim Smith, a post of
fice employee. It was reported that Mr. 
Smith alleged that Congressman Rostenkow
ski or his office had engaged in some trans
action in which stamps were somehow ex
changed for cash. Subsequently, Mr. Smith 
was quoted stating that any such allegation 
was both "crazy" and "wrong." Neverthe
less, unsourced and unsubstantiated news
paper articles continued repeating the alle
gations. The task force report, however, in
cludes Mr. Smith's interview in which he 
once again refutes the truth of that charge. 

So, it comes as quite a surprise that, not
withstanding the refutation of the only basis 
for the investigation, we have all been subpe
naed to appear before a grand jury. There is 
no evidence for us to refute; no charge to ex
plain; and no person making a public allega
tion who needs to be rebutted. 

Some weeks ago, assuming your inquiry 
was sincere, Congressman Rostenkowski of
fered to provide your staff with information 
in order to put this matter to rest. They 
stated that they wanted this information in 
the grand jury or not at all. That did not 
seem like a sincere request to obtain rel
evant information, but a tactic to create a 
needless confrontation and media event. 

We can only conclude that the subpenas for 
us are a product of an overall fishing expedi
tion in an election year. This conclusion is 
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supported by an article in this morning's 
Washington Times in which someone obvi
ously has leaked to the press the fact that 
subpenas were issued. This article specifi
cally includes "law enforcement officials" as 
sources. 

The Constitution provides all American 
citizens-whether Members of Congress or 
not-with only one recourse by which to re
sist prosecutorial overreaching. That route, 
of course, is the right to refuse to testify 
under the fifth amendment of the Constitu
tion. We, therefore, assert that constitu
tional right against testifying in this mat
ter. We decline to lend any credence to any 
inquiry that lacks credibility and should be 
promptly closed. 

Sincerely, 
JOE KOLTER. 
AUSTIN MURPHY. 
DAN ROSTENKOWSKI. 

LEA VE OF ABSENCE 
By unanimous consent, leave of ab

sence was granted to: 
Mr. MATSUI (at the request of Mr. 

GEPHARDT), for today, on account of ill
ness in the family. 

Mrs. LLOYD (at the request of Mr. 
GEPHARDT), for today, on account of 
personal business. 

Mr. TAUZIN (at the request of Mr. 
GEPHARDT), after 2 p.m. today, on ac
count of medical reasons. 

Mr. YATES (at the request of Mr. GEP
HARDT), after 6 p.m. Thursday, on ac
count of illness. 

Mr. MCNULTY (at the request of Mr. 
GEPHARDT), after 2 p.m. today, on ac
count of family reasons. 

Mr. CLEMENT (at the request of Mr. 
GEPHARDT), after 1:15 p.m. today, on ac
count of official business. 

Mr. MARTIN (at the request of Mr. 
MICHEL), for today, on account of per
sonal business. 

Mr. CALLAHAN (at the request of Mr. 
MICHEL), for today, on account of per
sonal reasons. 

SPECIAL ORDERS GRANTED 
By unanimous consent, permission to 

address the House, following the legis
lative program and any special orders 
heretofore entered, was granted to: 

(The following Members (at the re
quest of Mrs. BENTLEY) to revise and 
extend their remarks and include ex
traneous material:) 

Mrs. BENTLEY, for 5 minutes today, in 
lieu of previously approved 60 minutes. 

Mr. HUNTER, for 5 minutes, today. 
(The following Members (at the re

quest of Mrs. COLLINS of Illinois) to re
vise and extend their remarks and in
clude extraneous material:) 

Mr. PANETTA, for 5 minutes, today. 
Mr. ANNUNZIO, for 5 minutes, today. 

EXTENSION OF REMARKS 
By unanimous consent, permission to 

revise and extend remarks was granted 
to: 

(The following Members (at the re
quest of Mrs. BENTLEY) and to include 
extraneous matter:) 

Mr. PURSELL. 
Mr. GRADISON. 
Mr. GILMAN in two instances. 
Mr. WELDON. 
Mr. CRANE. 
Mr. BLILEY. 
Mr. SOLOMON. 
(The following Members (at the re

quest of Mrs. COLLINS of Illinois) and to 
include extraneous matter:) 

Mr. COLEMAN of Texas. 
Mr. DORGAN of North Dakota. 
Mr. MATSUI. 
Mr. HOYER. 
Mrs. KENNELLY in two instances. 

ADJOURNMENT 
Mr. MONTGOMERY. Mr. Speaker, I 

move that the House do now adjourn. 
The motion was agreed to; accord

ingly (at 3 o'clock and 24 minutes p.m.) 
under its previous order, the House ad
journed until Monday, July 27, 1992, at 
12 noon. 

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS, 
ETC. 

Under clause 2 of rule XXIV, execu
tive communications were taken from 
the Speaker's table and referred as fol
lows: 

3980. A letter from the Director, the Office 
of Management and Budget. transmitting a 
report on revised estimates of the budget re
ceipts, outlays, and budget authority for fis
cal years 1992-97, pursuant to 31 U.S.C. 
1106(a) (H. Doc. No. 102-365); to the Commit
tee on Appropriations and ordered to be 
printed. 

3981. A letter from the Chairman, Council 
of the District of Columbia, transmitting a 
copy of D.C. Act 9-250, "Safe Streets Forfeit
ure Amendment Act of 1992," pursuant to 
D.C. Code, section 1-233(c)(l); to the Commit
tee on the District of Columbia. 

3982. A letter from the Chairman, Council 
of the District of Columbia, transmitting a 
copy of D.C. Act 9-251, "Tissue 
Transplanation Distribution Amendment 
Act of 1992," pursuant to D.C. Code, section 
1-233(c)(l); to the Committee on the District 
of Columbia. 

3983. A letter from the Chairman, Council 
of the District of Columbia, transmitting a 
copy of D.C. Act 9-252, "Regional Airports 
Amendment Act of 1992," pursuant to D.C. 
Code, section 1-233(c)(l); to the Committee 
on the District of Columbia. 

3984. A letter from the Chairman, Council 
of the District of Columbia, transmitting a 
copy of D.C. Act 9-253, "District of Columbia 
Underground Storage Tank Management Act 
of 1990 Amendment Act of 1992," pursuant to 
D.C. Code, section 1-233(c)(l); to the Commit
tee on the District of Columbia. 

3985. A letter from the Chairman, Council 
of the District of Columbia, transmitting a 
copy of D.C. Act 9-254, "District of Columbia 
Public Hall Regulation Amendment Act of 
1992," pursuant to D.C. Code, section 1-
233(c)(l); to the Committee on the District of 
Columbia. 

3986. A letter from the Chairman, Council 
of the District of Columbia, transmitting a 
copy of D.C. Act 9-255, "Uniform Disposition 
of Unclaimed Property Act of 1980 Dormacy 
and Clarifying Amendment Act of 1992," pur
suant to D.C. Code, section 1-233(c)(l); to the 
Committee on the District of Columbia. 

3987. A letter from the Chairman, Council 
of the District of Columbia, transmitting a 
copy of D.C. Act 9-256, "Law Enforcement 
Witness Protection Amendment Act of 1992," 
pursuant to D.C. Code, section 1-233(c)(l); to 
the Committee on the District of Columbia. 

3988. A letter from the Chairman, Council 
of the District of Columbia, transmitting a 
copy of D.C. Act 9-257, "Zei Alley Designa
tion Act of 1992," pursuant to D.C. Code, sec
tion 1-233(c)(l); to the Committee on the Dis
trict of Columbia. 

3989. A letter from the Chairman, Council 
of the District of Columbia, transmitting a 
copy of D.C. Act 9-258, "Retired Police Offi
cer Redeployment Amendment Act of 1992," 
pursuant to D.C. Code, section 1-233(c)(l); to 
the Committee on the District of Columbia. 

3990. A letter from the Chairman, Council 
of the District of Columbia, transmitting a 
copy of D.C. Act 9-259, "Prevention of Trans
mission of the Human Immunodeficiency 
Virus Temporary Amendment Act of 1992," 
pursuant to D.C. Code, section 1-233(c)(l); to 
the Committee on the District of Columbia. 

3991. A letter from the Secretary of Edu
cation, transmitting notice of final priority 
for fiscal year 1993--Special projects and 
demonstrations for providing vocational re
habilitation services to individuals with se
vere handicaps-Hearing Research Center, 
pursuant to 20 U.S.C. 1232(d)(l); to the Com
mittee on Education and Labor. 

3992. A letter from the Acting Director, De
fense Security Assistance Agency, transmit
ting notification of the Departments of the 
Army's proposed Letter(s) of Offer and Ac
ceptance [LOA] to Korea for defense articles 
and services (Transmittal No. 92-31). pursu
ant to 22 U.S.C. 2776(b); to the Committee on 
Foreign Affairs. 

3993. A letter from the Chief Judge, U.S. 
Court of Veterans Appeals, transmitting the 
annual estimate of the expenditures and ap
propriations necessary for the maintenance 
and operation of the Court of Veterans Ap
peals Retirement Fund; to the Committee on 
Government Operations. 

3994. A letter from the Federal Aviation 
Administration, transmitting the 1990 
through 1991 Aviation System Capacity Plan; 
to the Committee on Public Works and 
Transportation. 

3995. A letter from the Clerk of the House, 
transmitting the annual compilation of per
sonal financial disclosure statements and 
amendments thereto filed with the Clerk of 
the House of Representatives, pursuant to 5 
U.S.C. App. 6 103 (H. Doc. No. 101--366); to the 
Committee on Standards of Official Conduct 
and ordered to be printed. 

3996. A letter from the Secretary of Hous
ing and Urban Development, transmitting a 
draft of proposed legislation entitled "Hous
ing and Community Development Act of 
1992"; jointly, to the Committees on Bank
ing, Finance and Urban Affairs and Edu
cation and Labor. 

3997. A letter from the Secretary of Trans
portation, transmitting a draft of proposed 
legislation entitled "Maritime Reform Act of 
1992"; jointly, to the Committees on Mer
chant Marine and Fisheries and Ways and 
Means. 

3998. A letter from the Chairman, Merit 
Systems Protection Board, transmitting a 
report entitled "Workforce Quality and Fed
eral Procurement; An Assessment"; jointly, 
to the Committees on Post Office and Civil 
Service and Government Operations. 

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON 
PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 

Under clause 2 of rule XIII, reports of 
committees were delivered to the Clerk 
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for printing and reference to the proper 
calendar, as follows: 

Mr. DINGELL: Committee on Energy and 
Commerce. H.R. 3168. A bill to amend the 
Mineral Leasing Act to provide for leases of 
certain lands for oil and gas purposes; with 
amendments (Rept. 102-010, Part 2). Ordered 
to be printed. 

Mr. ASPIN: Committee on Armed Services. 
H.R. 3168. A bill to amend the Mineral Leas
ing Act to provide for leases of certain lands 
for oil and gas purposes; with amendments 
(Rept. 102-010, Part 3). Referred to the Com
mittee of the Whole House on the State of 
the Union. 

Mr. JONES of North Carolina: Committee 
on Merchant Marine and Fisheries. H.R. 1219. 
A bill to designate wilderness, acquire cer
tain valuable inholdings within National 
Wildlife Refuges and National Park System 
Units, and for other purposes; with an 
amendment (Rept. 102--682, Part 2). Referred 
to the Cammi ttee on the Whole House on the 
State of the Union. 

Mr. ROE: Committee on Public Works and 
Transportation. H.R. 3243. A bill to direct the 
Administrator of the Federal Aviation Ad
ministration to publish routes on flight 
charts to safely guide pilots operating under 
visual flight rules through and in close prox
imity to terminal control areas and airport 
radar service areas; with amendments (Re
port No. 102-712). Referred to the Committee 
of the Whole House on the State of the 
Union. 

Mr. ROSE: Committee on House Adminis
tration. Investigation of the Office of the 
Postmaster, pursuant to House Resolution 
340 (Rept. 102-713). Referred to the House Cal
endar. 

Mr. MONTGOMERY: Committee on Veter
ans' Affairs. H.R. 5193. A bill to improve the 
delivery of health care services to eligible 
veterans and to clarify the authority of the 
Secretary of Veterans Affairs (Rept. 102-714, 
Pt. 1). Ordered to be printed. 

Mr. MONTGOMERY: Committee on Veter
ans' Affairs. H.R. 5491. A bill to designate the 
Department of Veterans Affairs medical cen
ter in Marlin, TX, as the "Thomas T. 
Connally Department of Veterans Affairs 
Medical Center" (Rept. 102-715). Referred to 
the Committee of the Whole House on the 
State of the Union. 

Mr. ROSTENKOWSKI: Committee on Ways 
and Means. H.R. 5641. A bill to amend the In
ternal Revenue Code of 1986 with respect to 
the treatment of certain nonprofit organiza
tions providing health benefits, and for other 
purposes (Rept. 102-716). Referred to the 
Committee of the Whole House on the State 
of the Union. 

Mr. ROSTENKOWSKI: Committee on Ways 
and Means. H.R. 5644. A bill to provide that 
certain costs of private foundations in re
moving hazardous substances shall be treat
ed as qualifying distributions. (Rept. 102-
717). Referred to the Committee of the Whole 
House on the State of the Union. 

Mr. ROSTENKOWSKI: Committee on Ways 
and Means. H.R. 5648. A bill to amend the In
ternal Revenue Code of 1986 to revise the ap
plication of the wagering taxes to charitable 
organizations (Rept. 102-718). Referred to the 
Committee of the Whole House on the State 
of the Union. 

Mr. ROSTENKOWSKI: Committee on Ways 
and Means. H.R. 5650. A bill to amend the In
ternal Revenue Code of 1986 to allow non
exempt farmer cooperatives to elect patron
age-sourced treatment for certain gains and 
losses, and for other purposes (Rept. 102-719). 
Referred to the Committee of the Whole 
House on the State of the Union. 

Mr. ROSTENKOWSKI: Committee on Ways 
and Means. H.R. 5661. A bill to amend the In
ternal Revenue Code of 1986 to exempt trans
portation on certain ferries from the excise 
tax on transportation of passengers by 
water. (Rept. 102-720). Referred to the Com
mittee of the Whole House on the State of 
the Union. 

Mr. MONTGOMERY: Committee on Veter
ans' Affairs. H.R. 5400. A bill to establish in 
the Department of Veterans Affairs a pro
gram of comprehensive services for homeless 
veterans; with amendments (Rept. 102-721). 
Referred to the Committee of the Whole 
House on the State of the Union. 

REPORTED BILLS SEQUENTIALLY 
REFERRED 

Under clause 5 of rule X, bills and re
ports were delivered to the Clerk for 
printing, and bills referred as follows: 

Mr. DINGELL: Committee on Energy and 
Commerce. H.R. 3927. A bill to extend and re
vise rulemaking authority with respect to 
government securities under the Federal se
curities laws, and for other purposes; with an 
amendment; referred to the Committee on 
Banking, Finance and Urban Affairs for ape
riod ending not later than August 7, 1992, for 
consideration of such provisions of the bill 
and amendment as fall within the jurisdic
tion of that committee pursuant to clause 
l(d), rule X (Rept. 102-722, Pt. 1). Ordered to 
be printed. 

PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 
Under clause 5 of rule X and clause 4 

of rule XXII, public bills and resolu
tions were introduced and severally re
ferred as follows: 

By Mr. VOLKMER: 
H.R. 5690. A bill to amend the Internal Rev

enue Code of 1986 to provide for full deduct
ibility of health insurance costs for self-em
ployed individuals, to establish a National 
Health Care Commission, to provide for uni
form heal th claims forms and uniform re
porting standards, and to amend the Social 
Security Act to expand Medicare coverage of 
preventive services and to improve health in
surance for small employers; jointly, to the 
Committee on Ways and Means and Energy 
and Commerce. 

By Mr. COBLE (for himself, Mr. 
BALLENGER, Mr. TAYLOR of North 
Carolina, Mr. NEAL of North Caro
lina, Mr. VALENTINE, and Mr. PAYNE 
of Virginia): 

H.R. 5691. A bill to promote expansion of 
international trade in furniture with Mexico, 
and for other purposes; to the Committee on 
Ways and Means. 

By Mr. JACOBS (for himself, Mr. DOW
NEY, and Mr. MATSUI): 

H.R. 5692. A bill to provide for the inclu
sion of specific items in any listing of im
pairments for the evaluation of human 
immunodeficiency virus [HIV] infection pre
scribed in regulations of the Secretary for 
use in making determinations of disability 
under titles II and XVI of the Social Secu
rity Act; to the Committee on Ways and 
Means. 

By Mr. MAZZO LI (for himself and Ms. 
SLAUGHTER)'. 

H.R. 5693. A bill to amend the Immigration 
and Nationality Act to permit the spouses of 
citizens and permanent resident aliens to file 
classification petitions for immediate rel
ative and second preference family status 

and to permit the use of credible evidence in 
spousal waiver applications for removal of 
conditional permanent residence; to the 
Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. RHODES: 
H.R. 5694. A bill to amend the Land and 

Water Conservation Fund Act of 1965 to en
sure sufficient funding for Federal and State 
projects, to encourage multipurpose acquisi
tions, and for other purposes; to the Commit
tee on Interior and Insular Affairs. 

By Mr. SKEEN: 
H.R. 5695. A bill to amend title XVI of the 

Social Security Act to allow more people to 
become eligible for supplemental security in
come benefits; to the Committee on Ways 
and Means. 

By Mr. DANNEMEYER: 
H. Res. 528. Resolution providing for the 

consideration of the joint resolution (H.J. 
Res. 240) proposing an amendment to the 
Constitution of the United States relating to 
voluntary prayer in the schools; to the Com
mittee on Rules. 

MEMORIALS 
Under clause 4 of rule XXII, memori

als were presented and referred as fol
lows: 

512. The SPEAKER presented a memorial 
of the legislature of the State of Alaska, rel
ative to the WIC Program; to the Committee 
on Education and Labor. 

ADDITIONAL SPONSORS 
Under clause 4 of rule XXII, sponsors 

were added to public bills and resolu
tions as follows: 

H.R. 261: Mr. SHAW. 
H.R. 481: Mr. PALLONE. 
H.R. 786: Mr. ERDREICH. 
H.R. 1241: Ms. OAKAR and Mr. CARPER. 
H.R. 1611: Mr. JOHNSON of South Dakota. 
H.R. 3258: Mr. MRAZEK and Ms. MOLINARI. 
H.R. 3710: Mr. JEFFERSON. 
H.R. 3918: Mrs. BENTLEY, Mr. SANDERS, Mr. 

FISH, Ms. NORTON, and Mr. YATRON. 
H.R. 4192: Mr. MOODY and Mr. HAYES of Illi

nois. 
H.R. 4334: Mr. HASTERT, Mr. EDWARDS of 

Oklahoma, Mr. NICHOLS, Mr. GALLEGLY, Mr. 
HOLLOWAY, Mr. GILLMOR, and Mr. GILCHREST. 

H.R. 4585: Mr. CAMPBELL of Colorado, Mr. 
HUGHES, Mr. CLAY, Mr. STOKES, Mr. LA
FALCE, Mr. SIKORSKI, Mr. CONYERS, Mr. RA
HALL, and Mr. RANGEL. 

H.R. 4600: Mr. JAMES. 
H.R. 4604: Mr. JAMES. 
H.R. 4708: Mr. GILLMOR. 
H.R. 4724: Mr. CONDIT, Mr. RANGEL, and Mr. 

TAUZIN. 
H.R. 4961: Mr. LAGOMARSINO. 
H.R. 5003: Mr. BATEMAN, Mr. JONTZ, and 

Mr. PACKARD. 
H.R. 5123: Mr. MARKEY and Mr. SIKOI.tSKI. 
H.R. 5237: Mr. BORSKI. 
H.R. 5321: Mr. ALLEN, Mr. GEKAS, and Mr. 

MONTGOMERY. 
H.R. 5400: Mr. BLAZ, Mr. HALL of Ohio, Mr. 

JENKINS, Mr. HEFNER, Mr. RICHARDSON, Mr. 
STENHOLM, Mr. PAYNE of Virginia, Mr. 
PARKER, and Mr. HARRIS. 

H.R. 5416: Mr. SPRATT, Mr. LANCASTER, and 
Mr. HA YES of Illinois. 

H.R. 5434: Mr. KLUG and Mr. ENGEL. 
H.R. 5491: Mr. HAMMERSCHMIDT, Mr. JEN

KINS, Mr. HEFNER, Mr. RICHARDSON, Mr. 
PAYNE of Virginia, Mr. PARKER, and Mr. 
HARRIS. 

H.R. 5507: Mr. SCHEUER. 
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H.R. 5521: Mr. SAXTON and Mr. 

ROHRABACHER. 
H.R. 5549: Mr. ZIMMER and Mr. JAMES. 
H.R. 5550: Mr. ZIMMER. 
H.R. 5551: Mr. ZIMMER. 
H.R. 5552: Mr. ZIMMER. 
H.R. 5553: Mr. ZIMMER. 
H.R. 5554: Mr. ZIMMER. 
H.R. 5572: Mr. ANNUNZIO, Mr. APPLEGATE, 

Mr. BERMAN, Mr. BUSTAMANTE, Mr. CLINGER, 
Mr. DE LUGO, Mr. ESPY, Mr. FAZIO, Mr. FISH, 
Mr. GoNZALEZ, Mr. HEFNER, Mr. HERTEL, Mr. 
HOCHBRUECKNER, Mr. MAZZOLI, Mr. 
MCDERMOTT, Mr. MCHUGH, Mr. MCMILLEN of 
Maryland, Mr. MORAN, Mrs. MORELLA, Mr. 
NOWAK, Mr. OWENS of Utah, Mr. QUILLEN, Mr. 
SCHEUER, Mr. SCHIFF, Mr. STARK, Mr. TOWNS, 
Mr. VANDER JAGT, Mr. WAXMAN, Mr. WOLF, 
Mr. YATRON, Mr. STOKES, Mr. DYMALLY, Ms. 
PELOSI, Mr. HAYES of Illinois, Mr. KASICH, 
Mr. LAGOMARSINO, Ms. NORTON, Mr. MCNUL
TY, Mr. GUARINI, and Mr. SISISKY. 

H.R. 5585: Mr. MINETA. 
H.R. 5681: Mr. REED, Mr. HOCHBRUECKNER, 

and Mr. MURTHA. 

H.J. Res. 159: Mr. VISCLOSKY, Mr. SPRATT, 
and Mr. PASTOR. 

H.J. Res. 237: Mr. ALEXANDER, Mr. AN
DREWS of Texas, Mr. ANDERSON, Mr. ANNUN
ZIO, Mr. BARRETT, Mr. BARNARD, Mr. BEN
NETT, Mr. BILBRAY, Mr. BLILEY, Mr. BORSKI, 
Mr. BOUCHER, Mr. BREWSTER, Mrs. BYRON, 
Mr. CARDIN, Mr. CARPER, Mr. COOPER, Mr. 
Cox of Illinois, Mr. DE LA GARZA, Mr. DIN
GELL, Mr. DONNELLY, Mr. DOOLEY, Mr. Dow
NEY, Mr. DREIER of California, Mr. ECKART, 
Mr. EDWARDS of California, Mr. FIELDS, Mr. 
FLAKE, Mr. GLICKMAN, Mr. HALL of Ohio, Mr. 
HAMILTON, Mr. HENRY, Mr. HOAGLAND, Mr. 
HOBSON, Ms. HORN, Mr. HOYER, Mr. KAN
JORSKI, Mr. LEACH, Mr. MCDADE, Mr. MCMIL
LAN of North Carolina, Mr. MOAKLEY, Mr. 
MOLLOHAN, Mr. MURTHA, Mr. NAGLE, Mr. 
NEAL of North Carolina, Mr. OXLEY, Mr. 
PARKER, Mr. PASTOR, Mrs. PATTERSON, Mr. 
PAYNE of Virginia, Mr. PICKETT, Mr. PICKLE, 
Mr. PRICE, Mr. ROHRABACHER, Mr. RoWLAND, 
Mr. SAWYER, Mr. SCHAEFER, Mr. SCHUMER, 
Mr. SIKORSKI, Mr. SMITH of Iowa, Mr. SOLO
MON, Mr. STUDDS, Mr. SYNAR, Mr. WISE, Mr. 

WYDEN, Mr. WOLPE, Mr. GEJDENSON, Mr. 
LEVIN of Michigan, and Mr. CLAY. 

H.J. Res. 240: Mr. HANSEN and Mr. RAHALL. 
H.J. Res. 336: Mr. BORSKI, Mr. BREWSTER, 

Mr. DWYER of New Jersey, Mr. BACCHUS, and 
Mr. LANTOS. 

H.J. Res. 520: Mr. CONDIT, Mr. HOYER, Mr. 
LANCASTER, and Mr. LENT. 

H. Res. 490: Mr. ENGEL. 
H. Res. 515: Ms. KAPTUR, Mr. ROEMER, Mr. 

OBERSTAR, Mr. JOHNSTON of Florida, Mr. 
ENGEL, Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts, Mr. 
PEASE, Mr. JEFFERSON, Mr. GoNZALEZ, Mr. 
MILLER of California, Mrs. MORELLA, Mr. 
RANGEL, and Mr. COLORADO. 

DELETIONS OF SPONSORS FROM 
PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 

Under clause 4 of rule XXII, sponsors 
were deleted from public bills and reso-
1 u tions as follows: 

H.R. 2460: Mr. lNHOFE. 
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